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Foreword
Fishing is a vital source of food, jobs and income that contributes to food security and
poverty reduction in many African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) coastal states. But most
of these countries, especially Senegal, Mauritania and Namibia, rely heavily on a small
number of exported species. Even so, the fisheries sector provides ACP countries with
real longer-term economic opportunities because the EU imports 60% of the fish
consumed in its home market.
The heavy toll taken of stocks and ecosystems by
over-exploitation of fishery resources is
undermining all sustainable development efforts in
regions like West Africa. This makes proper
resource management and effective control systems
vital to avoid over-fishing and the collapse of fish
stocks, so that ACP countries can benefit
significantly from this sector of the economy.
Fisheries relations between the ACP States and the
EU are governed by a range of instruments,
especially ACP national fisheries policies, the EU’s
Common Fisheries Policy, development cooperation
instruments and the bilateral fisheries agreements
entered into by the EU with individual ACP States. 
Bilateral agreements give European fishing fleets
greater access to fishery resources in exchange for
the payment of financial compensation, which is a
major source of income for ACP States. These agreements introduce a series of problems
in the picture with regard to: (i) sustainable exploitation of marine resources and
environmental protection, (ii) protection for artisanal fishing communities, (iii)
maximizing the benefits of fishing through value-enhancement, and (iv) monitoring
systems. These issues of ACP-EU fisheries relations are also addressed in Economic
Partnership Agreements (EPA) negotiated by ACP countries with the EU. The revision of
the Common Fisheries Policy (CFP) to achieve more sustainable fishing and greater
protection of the marine environment should deliver a net gain to ACP fishers.
Against this background, CTA works with the ACP Secretariat, European Commission
and Commonwealth Secretariat to give ongoing support to ACP countries, not least by
providing a forum for ACP and EU experts to exchange information. Over 350 experts
and policymakers from ACP and EU Ministries of Trade and Fisheries, along with
representatives of the Brussels-based ACP Group, the European Commission, the private
sector, NGOs, fisheries associations, international organisations, EU development
cooperation agencies and research bodies took part in two technical seminars held in
vi The future of ACP-EU fisheries relations
Brussels in April 2003 and December 2004, followed up by an electronic consultation to
further explore the two big issues of market access and illegal, unreported and
unregulated fishing (IUU).
This publication reviews the main approaches of these players to issues at the top of the
ACP-EU fisheries relations agenda. 
Improving access to information
The recommendations highlight the key role of information and communication
technologies (ICT). 
CTA provides services and products that improve access to information for agricultural
and rural development in ACP countries. For example, CTA works together with key
partners in the fisheries sector to facilitate in situ or electronic discussion fora, as well as
capacity-building and training programmes, and funding participation by ACP experts to
present the ACP case in international meetings. CTA also provides information portals
(websites) on the fisheries sector - “Agritrade”, “Knowledge for Development”, as well as
“ICT Update”, a newsletter specifically on ICT applications in the fisheries sector. 
For those without Internet access, CTA continues to support a range of other media like
rural radio, mobile phones, the print media like the magazine Spore/Esporo, and a wide
range of publications, many focused on the fisheries sector. It has also very recently
launched a new series of easily-reproducible “how-to” guides providing technical
information in easy-to-understand terms, offering yet another opportunity to engage
with fishing and fishers. 
Growing demand from our ACP partners and the importance of the fisheries sector
prompts me to reaffirm the commitment of CTA and its partners to further developing
these services, providing platforms through which to leverage empirical knowledge, and
facilitating the exchange of expertise and experiences.
I should also like to take this opportunity to thank all our partners and the ACP and EU
authors who so kindly undertook to formulate and finalize the presentation of this
wealth of experiences. 
I hope you will find it instructive reading.
Dr. Hansjörg Neun
Director, CTA
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1 The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture (SOFIA), FAO, 2004. Downloadable from:
http://www.fao.org/documents/show_cdr.asp?url_file=/docrep/007/y5600e/y5600e00.htm
2 Fishery can refer to the sum of all fishing activities on a given resource, for example a shrimp
fishery. It may also refer to the activities of a single type or style of fishing on a particular resource,
for example a beach seine fishery. Source: FAO, Definition of some key terms
http://www.fao.org/documents/show_cdr.asp?url_file=/DOCREP/003/W4230E/w4230e08.htm
Introduction
ACP coastal communities, 
driving force for sustainable development
The Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO) report on The State of World Fisheries and
Aquaculture, published in 2004, estimates that fishing provides a source of livelihood for
nearly 38 m people worldwide. In the developing world, and especially the ACP countries,
90% of these people are employed in small-scale, labour-intensive fishing1.
The FAO report also notes that fish protein accounts for at least 20% of the animal protein
intake in over 2.6 billion people. In many ACP countries, artisanally processed fish is the
cheapest and most readily available form of animal protein for people living in poverty,
displaced persons, and war or natural disaster victims.
On average, approximately 76% of world fishery production goes for human consumption,
the other 24% (32 M t) is used in the manufacture of fishmeal and fish oil. Inadequate
methods of preservation are the cause of significant post-harvest losses in some ACP
countries.
It can be estimated from catch declarations that over 50% of world stocks are fully
exploited, and 20% are overexploited or exhausted. This is reckoning without the illegal
fishing that goes on in ACP countries especially, however, as illegal catches in some
fisheries2 are estimated at more than 20% of legal catches.
The big challenges for ACP countries - eliminating poverty and establishing a sustainable
development approach - are all-too familiar. The above figures show that small-sized
coastal fishing communities have a leadership role to play in tackling these problems. In
addition to promoting food security and job creation, local inshore fishing in the ACP
countries uses less nonrenewable energy resources - a big issue for the years ahead. This
type of fishing has also recently developed export capacity, becoming a substantial foreign
exchange earner.
ACP-EU relations must recognise the importance of small-scale fishing and its
management to meet the challenges of sustainable development; they must take the
measures needed to provide it with the conditions for orderly development.
Their diversity and common quest for sustainable development means that ACP-EU
fisheries relations can also provide an enabling environment for the development of
integrated fishing industries, in particular in the tuna sector. The political will in the ACP
countries and the EU alike will decide whether these industry sectors succeed in the face of
intense competition from other operators who may be less engaged with the social and
environmental aspects of sustainable development.
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Part one :
Overview of ACP-EU
fisheries relations
3 The bilateral fisheries agreements will gradually be turned into Fisheries Partnership 
Agreements (FPA). At the time of writing (July 2005), however, only 2 of 18 bilateral fisheries agree-
ments (with the Comoros and Seychelles) have been negotiated by the FPA approach.
4 The report is available at:
http://www.cape-cffa.org/issues/E-report%20ACP-EU%20Fisheries%20Relations%20-
%20social%20and%20economic%20benefits%20%28December%202004%29.doc.
Introduction
The EU has a complex web of bilateral fisheries relations with the ACP countries.
Among the most notable:
• Development cooperation programmes in the fisheries sector under the Cotonou
Agreement;
• Bilateral fisheries agreements3 under the international part of the common fisheries
policy (CFP);
• Fisheries joint enterprises in the ACP countries, subsidised (until the end of 2004)
under the European Union’s common fisheries policy (CFP);
• Exports of ACP fishery products to the European market on preferential conditions
under the Cotonou Agreement;
ACP-EU co-operation in the fisheries sector
The Cotonou Agreement assigns two main goals to development co-operation in the
fisheries sector: sustainable development and poverty reduction.
The fisheries component of EU development cooperation programmes with ACP
countries gives priority to promoting coastal area management, sustainable
exploitation of marine resources, and promoting regional co-operation and
integration.
All the responses to the e-consultation staged by CTA in 20044 pointed to an
awareness among ACP coastal countries of the fisheries sector’s role in delivering the
aims of food security and poverty reduction, job creation and foreign exchange
earning.
Surprisingly, most ACP countries national/regional indicative programmes
(NIP/RIP) for development co-operation with the European Union do not give the
fisheries sector priority status.
2 The future of ACP-EU fisheries relations
5 Figures taken from The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture (SOFIA), FAO, 2004.
http://www.fao.org/documents/show_cdr.asp?url_file=/docrep/007/y5600e/y5600e00.htm
The catch-all programmes for education, health and infrastructure supported by the
NIP/RIPs obviously have impacts on local fisheries, but “pockets of poverty” exist in
ACP fishing communities, reflected in low incomes and poor living conditions. The
basic infrastructure is lacking, and educational levels among fishers and their
families, as well as crew and processing industry workers, are very low. Many
members of ACP fishing communities lack basic literacy skills, which is surely
holding back community development.
Also, implementing sustainable fisheries management requires substantial human
and financial resources (including for research, monitoring, surveillance, control,
fishing industry participation, etc.), and is often under-resourced in most ACP
countries.
That is compounded for many ACP coastal countries by the difficulties of framing
policies that hang together with fisheries development strategies, and implementing
suitable management plans.
These latter two points have attracted increasing EU support over the past two years.
The importance of fishing to ACP countries: 
the case of sub-Saharan Africa5
The FAO estimates that 2.7 M people are employed full-time or part-time and as
occasional workers by marine and continental fisheries in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA),
where the fisheries sector contributes significantly to population food security, providing
23% of daily consumed animal proteins compared to a world average of 16%. 
However, a levelling-off of overall fish consumption at 3.7 M t over the period 1985-
1997 has led to a reduction in per capita annual average consumption from 9.2 kg to
6.7 kg (- 26%). This reflects stagnation in total fish production and rapid export growth
to the detriment of the local market, accompanied by falling purchasing power with the
stagnation or decline in per capita incomes in SSA.
The all-continent foreign exchange value of exports stood at $1.7 billion in 2001. 
In some countries, fisheries contribute 10% of GNP and 25 to 40% of budget revenue.
In budgetary terms, and in their overall influence on EU-ACP fishing relations, 
EU development cooperation activities in fisheries are relatively minor compared to
bilateral fisheries agreements.
3ACP-EU co-operation in the fisheries sector
6 July 2005
7 More information on the Agritrade portal – fisheries (CTA):
http://agritrade.cta.int/fisheries/agreements/executive_briefen.htm
8 The list of ACP-EU agreements and protocols is available on the the European Commission’s
Europa site: http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_publ/factsheets/facts/en/pcp4_2.htm.
Of the 18 ACP-EU agreements, 16 have implementation protocols in force. Those of Angola and
Equatorial Guinea do not. The Seychelles and Comoros have renewed their protocol (pending
adoption by the EU’s Council of Fisheries Ministers) with a view to a fisheries partnership.
ACP-EU “cash for access” 
fisheries agreements
Anticipating the UN Law of the Sea Convention, in the mid-1970s, an increasing
number of coastal states established Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZ) by extending
their jurisdiction out to sea from 3-12 to 200 nautical miles. This brought almost 90%
of the world’s exploitable fishery resources under the control of coastal states.
EU Member State fleets which had hitherto fished third country EEZs unhindered,
suddenly found themselves barred from them.
To ensure continuity of access for their fleets to third country EEZs, fisheries
agreements were concluded between countries with distant-water fishing
fleets, like the EU, and the third countries concerned. The EU therefore
reached bilateral fisheries access agreements with both northern countries
(Norway, Canada, Greenland, etc.) and southern ones (Senegal in 1979,
Guinea Bissau in 1980, Republic of Guinea in 1980, Seychelles in 1984, etc.).
When Spain and Portugal joined the European Community in 1986, their
national bilateral agreements were phased out and replaced by ‘Community
Agreements’. In cases where there is no ‘Community Fisheries Agreement’
(e.g. South Africa ) national bilateral agreements continue in force.
Currently6, eighteen of these bilateral fisheries agreements with ACP
countries are “cash for access” agreements7 whereby EU fleets are provided
with access to the surplus resources not exploited by the coastal state in
exchange for financial compensation paid by the EU8. Fish stocks of interest
to European distant-water fishing fleets in ACP coastal-state waters include:
• demersal species including species like cephalopods, fin fish (sole, sea-
bream), shellfish (shrimps), swimming close to the seabed;
• pelagic species, swimming in mid-water, divided into small pelagic species
(sardine, sardinella, etc.), swimming in shoals above and offshore the
continental shelf, and large pelagic species (tuna) with patterns of large-
scale transoceanic migration.
4 The future of ACP-EU fisheries relations
9 Whilst there is no legal definition at an international level of a “flag of convenience” (FOC), 
in practical terms, a flag of convenience vessel is a ship that flies a flag not representing the country
to which she belongs. The EU’s Europa site specifies that “Flag of convenience ignore national and
international fisheries laws. FOC vessels are a permanent danger as they violate rules for fisheries
conservation and regulations and standards concerning management, safety and labour”.
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/news_corner/doss_inf/illegal/en/illegal_a_01.htm
10 EU fisheries policy is a common policy. Fisheries agreements are negotiated by the EU on behalf
of its Member States. In practice, the European Commission negotiates the fisheries agreements with
third countries under the terms of a negotiating brief adopted by the Council of Ministers.
Distant-water fishing fleets active in ACP countries
The European Union is only one of the foreign fishing fleets active in ACP country
waters, along with varying numbers of vessels of other fishing countries. Some zones
also attract significant numbers of vessels flying “flags of convenience”9.
Distant-water tuna fishing fleets in the Pacific include vessels flying American,
Japanese, Chinese, Korean and Taiwanese flags. European vessels operating under
fisheries agreements are recent arrivals in the Pacific tuna fishing grounds.
The changing foreign presence in West African fisheries over the past two decades is
reflected in declining Japanese (now represented only by tuna vessels), Korean, and
Eastern European contingents, growing Chinese and northern European contingents
in small pelagic fisheries, and the emergence of the EU as a player exercising its
Common Fisheries Policy10 competences in fisheries agreements for its Member
States. China’s sudden emergence as a major world fisheries player resulted in a mass
influx of Chinese vessels to West African fishing grounds operated by newly-formed
joint enterprises (Chinese/local private sector companies with Chinese financial
support), or simply by standard open-access licensing of Chinese ship-owners.
Information on the activities of these other foreign fleets is often scarce and/or
incomplete. This could be a major obstacle to change in ACP-EU fisheries relations.
The European Commission rightly stresses the importance of non-discriminatory
treatment between European fleets and other foreign fleets plying ACP waters: any
change applied to EU fleets must also be applied to other distant-water fishing fleets -
not necessarily a straightforward matter.
This “non-discriminatory treatment” requirement may also have side benefits for
sustainable fishing. Any change in a fisheries agreement, for example, could set a
precedent, prompting the ACP country concerned to introduce a general measure.
5ACP-EU “cash for access” fisheries agreements
11 See current Protocol to the EU-Republic of Guinea fisheries agreement (Article 9. Fishing areas,
point 9.2)
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/pri/en/oj/dat/2004/l_099/l_09920040403en00110027.pdf
12 Organized by CTA and COMSEC in the ACP Secretariat in Brussels, entitled “ACP EU Fisheries
relations: Towards greater sustainability”. See meeting report, page 7.
http://www.cta.int/events2003/fisheries/General%20report-EN.pdf
In the most recent negotiations, the EU and the Republic of Guinea reached
agreement to remove European trawlers from the 12-mile zone in order to protect the
vulnerable coastal ecosystem and small-scale fishing activities, on condition that the
measure was applied indiscriminately to all trawlers fishing Guinean waters11.
Issues with “cash for access” fisheries agreements
At an April 2003 meeting12 on the issues of future fisheries relations, the European
Commission’s Directorate General for Fisheries singled out a number of problems
with the bilateral “cash for access” fisheries agreements signed by the EU with ACP
countries:
• “Cash for access” fisheries agreements lack the flexibility to respond quickly to
emergency circumstances, such as overfishing of stocks;
• The fishing possibilities offered to European vessels are not always based on the
realities of the resource dynamics, but arise also from political circumstances and the
third country’s dependence on the financial compensation of the fisheries agreement;
• Fishery stock mortality generated by the European fleet is not always known;
reports of catches/bycatch are unsatisfactory; control and surveillance measures are
not sufficient or may basically be non-existent;
• Some agreements do not offer enough guarantees for the protection of small-scale
fishing, and European vessels fishing under a “cash for access” agreement may
destroy both the resources on which coastal populations in developing countries
depend for their livelihood, and their fishing implements (gear, boats and other
fishing artefacts);
• Signing ACP-EU fisheries agreements may be damaging both to the interests of
some ACP countries and the sound management of their EEZ’s fishery assets if they
have no clear development policy and strategy for the fisheries sector, which reflects
their lack of agenda-setting and negotiating capacities.
The importance to the EU of ACP-EU “cash for access” agreements
While the financial compensation of “cash for access” fisheries agreements is
evidently often vitally important to the ACP country concerned (especially highly
indebted countries) given their foreign currency needs, it is also important from the
European angle.
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13 Implementation of the budget 2004 (Payments) at 31/12/04, International Fisheries Agreements, Article
11.0301 (formerly B7 – 8000), Expenditure on administrative management of agreements, Communication of
the European Commission to the European Parliament
14 Evaluation of the fisheries agreements concluded by the European Community, Ifremer, 1999.
Available on: http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_publ/liste_publi/studies/rsen.pdf
The budget for the fisheries agreements decreased from € 278.5 M in 1996 to under
200 M in 2003, mainly from non-renewal of the agreement with Morocco. In 2004, the
aggregate costs of the fisheries agreements totalled € 172 M. The expenditure for 2004
for the main ACP-EU fisheries agreements was13:
• EU-Mauritania agreement € 86 M 
• EU-Senegal agreement € 16 M 
• EU-Seychelles agreement: € 4.8 M 
• EU-Guinea agreement € 4.8 M
An IFREMER (Institut français de recherche pour l'exploitation de la mer)
cost-benefit study of EU fisheries agreements (1999)14 identified the EU’s
main reasons for entering into these agreements with ACP countries, which
include:
• securing access to ACP fishery products as a “raw material”. Growing
EU market demand combined with diminishing and over-exploited
resources means that the EU processing industry requires ever-
increasing volumes of raw material;
• The study estimates that EU-ACP fishing agreements have generated
value added of € 694 m in EU member states through processing and
marketing of fish caught in ACP waters by EU vessels. Consequently,
each euro invested as community financial compensation generates a
turnover of approximately € 3 in the EU. 
• The ACP-EU fisheries agreements represent 35,000 direct and indirect
jobs in the EU (mainly in processing). The number of jobs for EU
nationals provided by the ACP agreements should diminish if the EU
keeps to its pledge on increasingly employing local ACP labour. .
Within the EU, the impact of the fishing agreements varies from one
member state to another; the 1999 IFREMER study reported that over 80%
of the value added and jobs accrued to Spain, compared to approximately
7% for France and Portugal. The comparative share of benefits across
Member States may be slightly altered today, for reasons including the non-
renewal of the EU-Morocco agreement, and the entry of new Member States
with distant-water fishing fleets (like Lithuania).
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15 Council Regulation (EC) N° 3944/1990
16 Council Regulation (EC) No 2792/1999: 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_publ/factsheets/legal_texts/docscom/en/r99_2792_e
n.pdf
17 Adoption of Council conclusions on a Communication from the Commission on an integrated
framework for fisheries partnership agreements with third countries, register of the EU Council
documents, page 5
http://register.consilium.eu.int/pdf/en/04/st11/st11485-re01.en04.pdf
Subsidised joint enterprises
Under the subsidised joint enterprises scheme introduced by the EU in 199015,
subsidies were made available to European ship-owners who permanently
transferred their vessel to a third country fleet by creating joint enterprises with
nationals of that country, waived their fishing rights in European waters for the vessel
concerned, and undertook to prioritise supplies to the European market. This led to
subsidised joint enterprises being set up in twenty-odd ACP countries.
Also, the 1999 regulation “laying down the detailed rules and arrangements
regarding Community structural assistance in the fisheries sector” specified that to
benefit from a European subsidy, the permanent transfer of the vessel to a third
country, including in the framework of a joint enterprise, must have the prior
agreement of the competent authorities of the country concerned, and there must
exist appropriate guarantees that international law is not likely to be infringed, in
particular with respect to the conservation and management of marine resources 16.
A new regulation adopted by the EU in December 2002 halted this kind of subsidy at
31 December 2004.
Meanwhile, the EU is clearly moving away from bilateral “cash for access” fisheries
agreements towards Fisheries Partnership Agreements – FPA (see below).
The Council of Fisheries Ministers meeting on 19 July 200417 came to conclusions about
these partnership agreements. Specifically, the EU proposes to “facilitate the integration
of developing coastal States into the global economy ... by encouraging the creation of
an environment that is favourable to private investment and to the development of a
dynamic, viable and competitive private sector, notably by a framework supporting
European investments and the transfer of technology and vessels”.
This reintroduces the scope for continuing to subsidise transfers of European vessels
to an ACP country with which an FPA has been implemented.
The fisheries joint enterprises scheme in ACP countries
Joint enterprises between coastal distant-water fishing fleets and ACP countries first
emerged in the 1950s, reflecting ACP countries’ desire to share in the benefits which
attracted foreign fleets to exploit their wealth of coastal fishery resources.
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18 See Study on joint enterprises in the context of structural aids in the fisheries sector, Cofrepêche, June
2000, available (in French only) from:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_publ/liste_publi/bilansm.pdf
19 Figures taken from Study on joint enterprises in the context of structural aids in the fisheries sector,
Cofrepêche, June 2000, available (in French only) from:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_publ/liste_publi/bilansm.pdf
Many joint enterprises were formed, comprising ACP State and/or private operators
partnering with foreign private interests, mainly for fish harvesting and fishery
product processing.
The subsidised joint enterprises scheme set up in 1990 marked a growing awareness
by the EU of the impermanence of some “cash for access” fisheries agreements,
confirmed in 1999 by the non-renewal of the fisheries agreement with Morocco,
which deprived the EU distant-water fishing fleet of its most important fishing area
at a stroke.
The joint enterprise scheme delivered four aims18:
• reducing excess capacity in the European fleet;
• supplying EU markets;
• maintaining employment in the European Union;
• accommodating the move away from “cash for access” fisheries agreements, and 
reducing access to ACP waters through them.
It should be noted, however, that in failing to make sufficient allowance for the
environmental risks of overfishing of stocks in beneficiary third countries, the scheme
disregarded one of the main reasons for the success of the joint enterprises formed.
Outcomes of joint enterprises in ACP countries19
Through this policy, the EU was able to promote the creation of 152 joint enterprises
and the transfer to them of 241 vessels, mainly of Spanish (82 joint enterprises
owning 138 vessels) or Portuguese (34 joint enterprises owning 42 vessels) origin
between 1992 and 1999. Fifty-four joint enterprises (36%) equipped with 79 vessels
(33%) were set up in the 8 Western African countries alone, and 77% of all joint
enterprises were in the African continent.
As to whether the objectives set were delivered:
• Reducing excess capacity in the European fleet. The 241 vessels transferred
comprised 176 trawlers and 32 shrimp vessels, the remainder being seiners,
multipurpose vessels and long-liners. An examination of their pre-transfer
activities showed that transfer had an insignificant impact on reducing capacity in
Community waters as the great majority (207 vessels, 86%) were already fishing
in third country waters.
• Supplying EU markets. A stocktaking of the joint enterprises’ operations showed
that 80% of their export sales were to the EU market, which for the 181 vessels
which had remained in operation with an estimated production capacity of
175,000 t, represented 150,000 t marketed in 1999, of which 140,000 t went to the
EU.
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20 Source: Overview of European Union activities – Fisheries, March 2005.
http://europa.eu.int/pol/fish/print_overview_en.htm
• Maintaining employment in the European Union. The joint enterprises are
estimated to provide 5,639 direct jobs, 42% of them held by European nationals (2,364)
and 58% by non-European nationals (3,275). While induced employment in on-shore
processing in the EU did not fall, ship maintenance jobs were lost. For crews, the
trend is to gradually replace European by local or other non-European personnel, for
two reasons: changes in the third country’s legislation, and the non-replacement of
ageing crew members by young Europeans, who tend to find the working conditions
unappealing.
• Accommodating the move away from “cash for access” fisheries
agreements. Of the entire joint enterprise fleet, 107 vessels were operating
under fisheries agreements with the third country before being transferred
to a joint enterprise operating in that country. A hundred and sixty vessels
(66% out of 241) are operated by joint enterprises located in third countries
that have signed a “cash for access” fisheries agreement with the EU.
81% of the direct value added generated by third country joint enterprise
vessels accrues to the EU, compared to 19% to the third countries. The direct
economic benefits of joint enterprises for third countries come through local
incomes, purchases of consumables like food and fuel, the use of port
services, and running repairs. But countries like Mauritania, located near
European ports, found the local benefits substantially reduced as vessels
were apt to return to home ports for landing, maintenance and fuelling
operations. Its direct value added is below the 35% secured in other third
countries, and far below that of the Mauritanian national fleets, with an
estimated direct value added of approximately 50%.
A detailed assessment of the scheme shows that many vessel transfers took
no account of excess fishing capacity and overfishing of the beneficiary
countries’ EEZs, such that, in many cases, the transfer exacerbated the
depletion of local stocks. This finding that the joint enterprises system
introduced in 1990 was not working led the Community to discontinue the
transfer subsidies scheme in December 2004.
Access for ACP fishery products to the
European market
Average annual per capita fish consumption in the European Union is close to 25 kg,
well above the world annual average of 16 kg per capita20. But domestic demand for
fishery products exceeds European supply.
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21 Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament, “The future for the
market in fisheries products in the European Union: responsibility, partnership, competitiveness”, 1997, 
taken as the basis for the 1999 reform of the common organisation of the markets (COM)
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_publ/info/mkt_en.pdf
22 Source: Overview of Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) And Related Fisheries Issues, 
Lisa Mackie, ACP Unit, DG Trade, European Commission
http://www.cta.int/events2004/fish/docs/DG%20Trade-en.pdf
23 Ibid.
Additionally, the EU is facing a growing supply deficit, as most of its stocks are
acutely overfished.
A European Commission discussion paper published for the reform of the Common
Organisation of the Markets (COM) in 199921 notes that the EU imports nearly 60% of
its fisheries and aquaculture product requirements. That deficit is particularly acute
for products used as raw materials by the processing industry, which therefore needs
to import fish at reduced duty rates in order to stay competitive.
On the question of fish imports from third countries, the document notes that: 
“The trend, in the foreseeable future, will be for the present tariff protection to be
reduced or eliminated altogether as part of the continuing process of multilateral
commercial negotiations under the aegis of the common organization of the market.
All the requirements applicable to imports, e.g. the rules on origin and health
standards must be strictly complied with, however, and commercial safeguard
instruments must, where appropriate, be utilized, in accordance with our international
commitments”.
The EU’s dependence on fish imports is therefore a major opportunity for ACP
fishery product exporters, if they can satisfy the specific requirements placed on ACP
countries, in particular health standards and rules of origin.
The ACP countries all together constitute one of the biggest fish exporters to the EU22.
Countries (or groups of countries) EU imports of processed and
exporting (processed and unprocessed) fish unprocessed fish from these countries
to the EU (%, 2003)
ACP Group 15%
Norway 15%
Morocco 5%
Argentina 5%
Total value of fish imports into the EU in 2003: € 11.5 billion (2003 figure)
The EU is the ACP countries’ most lucrative market for seafood products. ACP fish
exports to the EU in 2003 were valued at € 1.21 billion for wet fish and € 0.53 billion
for processed fish, amounting to almost 5% by value of total ACP exports to the EU23.
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24 2001 figures taken from the Agritrade portal – fisheries (CTA) Market Access section, Executive
Brief. http://agritrade.cta.int/fisheries/market_access/executive_briefen.htm
Updated fishery product export data broken down by product and country can be acquired via the
FAO’s FISHSTAT program – 2004 version. The program and its fishery statistical time series can be
downloaded from:
http://www.fao.org/fi/statist/FISOFT/fishplusf.asp
25 Overview of Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) And Related Fisheries Issues, Lisa Mackie, ACP
Unit, DG Trade, European Commission http://www.cta.int/events2004/fish/docs/DG%20Trade-
en.pdf
26 Tables published on the Agritrade portal – fisheries (CTA) Market Access section
http://agritrade.cta.int/fisheries/market_access/executive_briefen.htm
Updated Eurostat Comext data are available on the fee-paying site
http://epp.eurostat.cec.eu.int/portal/page?_pageid=1273,1455058,1273_1455063&_dad=portal&_sch
ema=PORTAL
The main fish exports from ACP countries are24:
• Fresh/chilled fish and shellfish. In the very early 2000s, fishery products from six
ACP countries accounted for approximately 63% of the total value of ACP fresh
fish exports: South Africa (16%), Tanzania (15%), Senegal (12%), the Fiji Islands
(8%), Namibia (7.5%) and Papua New Guinea (PNG) (5%).
• Frozen shrimps. Four ACP countries supply over 75% of frozen shrimp imports:
Mozambique (30%), Senegal (21%), Guyana (18%) and Belize (7%).
• Canned tuna. The main ACP tuna exporting countries are Seychelles, Ghana and
Ivory Coast. ACP countries take a wide range of strategic approaches to
harvesting and exporting their tuna resources. In the case of PNG, the biggest
ACP tuna producer, most of its tuna is fished by foreign vessels, and is not
landed locally, giving it very little export trade. By contrast, most of the tuna
processed on-shore in Ivory Coast - the second biggest exporter of canned tuna - 
is fished beyond its EEZ.
• Fresh-water fish: the three countries bordering on Lake Victoria (Kenya, Tanzania
and Uganda) are the main fresh-water fish exporters (mainly Nile perch and
tilapia).
On the 2003 figures, Namibia (hake), Senegal (demersal species), and Tanzania 
(fresh-water fish) are the biggest wet fish exporters to the EU, while Ghana, Ivory
Coast, Mauritius and Seychelles, are the main processed fish exporters 
(canned tuna) to the EU25.
ACP fish exports to the EU by volume and value (data extracted from the Eurostat
Comext database)26:
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Tonnage and value of EU fish imports. 
Year 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Tonnes 2,911,712,0 2,837,971,0 2,837,713,0 3,153,611,0 3,079,898,0
‘000 € 8,401,576,9 8,330,936,8 9,488,065,8 10,448,376,4 9,940,601,2 
Tonnage and value of ACP fish exports to the EU 
Year 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Tonnes 357,096,0 382,562,0 395,020,0 412,845,0 400,968,0 
‘000 € 1,116,998,5 1,138,482,9 1,370,116,8 1,521,597,6 1,527,517,2 
Share of EU fish imports from ACP countries compared to all extra-EU
imports (% of imports including intra-EU trade)
Year 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Tonnes 12% (6,8) 13,5% (7,4) 14% (7,4) 13% (7,1) 13% (7,1)
‘000 € 13% (7,5) 13,5% (7,4) 14% (7,9) 14,5 (8,0) 15% (8,4)
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Main ACP fish exporters to the EU (2002, by value): 
Country of Volume of fish exports Value of fish exports to
origin to the EU (tonnes) the EU (€ thousands)
Namibia 86,191,8 231,319,6 
South Africa 70,989,4 230,035,4 
Senegal 43,423,9 201,474,1 
Tanzania 28,686,1 141,146,4 
Madagascar 12,801,2 119,940,4 
Mauritania 34,611,1 119,117,5 
Uganda 15,068,4 70,137,9 
Mozambique 7,196,3 67,971,6 
Nigeria 8,658,4 55,007,5 
Angola 9,212,8 39,235,0 
Seychelles 25,941,9 37,995,8 
Bahamas 892,0 33,687,4 
Kenya 6,603,0 31,866,0 
Ghana 18,254,9 30,450,3 
Suriname 6,301,1 22,043,5 
Guinea 6,698,3 21,897,1 
Gabon 2,308,2 15,077,1 
Togo 5,326,8 12,607,7 
Ivory Coast 3,323,6 12,306,7 
European market requirements for ACP fishery product exports
The terms and conditions for the export of ACP fish and fishery products to EU
markets are laid out in the Cotonou Agreement, providing the rules of origin and
prevailing sanitary standards (health regulations) are complied with.
The Cotonou Agreement provisions giving access to the EU market are based on the
non-reciprocal trade preferences extended to ACP countries under earlier agreements
(the Lomé Convention), which allow these countries to export their fishery products to
the EU free of the import taxes applied to fishery products imported from other coun-
tries. These tariff preferences for ACP countries will remain in force until the end of 2007.
The margins of preference granted to ACP exporters under the Cotonou Agreement
depend on the trade regime applied to fishery products from competing countries,
which may qualify for special treatment under free trade agreements (like the Chile-
EU Association Agreement) or other agreements (in particular, the special provisions
of the System of Generalised Preferences - SPG).
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27 Final Act of the Cotonou Agreement, Declaration XXXIX on Protocol I of Annex V on the origin of
fishery products (p 98) 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/development/body/cotonou/pdf/agr05_en.pdf
Rule of origin constraints
Tariff-free access for fishery products is governed by the rules of origin applied under
the Cotonou Agreement (Protocol I, Annexe V).
The origin rule in detail
The rule of origin stipulates that ACP fishery products must be “wholly obtained” in the
ACP country concerned to qualify for tariff preferences.
Annex V of Protocol I of the Cotonou Agreement provides that the following products are
regarded as wholly obtained in ACP countries or the EU or the overseas countries and
territories (OCT):
a) products obtained by hunting or fishing;
b) products of sea fishing and other products taken from the sea outside the territorial
waters by their vessels;
c) products made aboard their factory ships exclusively from products referred to in
point b);
d) of which at least 50% of the crew, master and officers included, are nationals of
States party to the Agreement, or of an OCT.
Furthermore, paragraph 2 specifies that:
The terms "their vessels" and "their factory ships" in paragraph 1 shall apply only to
vessels and factory ships: 
….
e) which are registered or recorded in a Member State, ACP State or OCT;
f) which sail under the flag of a Member State, ACP State or OCT;
g) which are owned to an extent of at least 50% by nationals of States party to the
Agreement, or of an OCT, or by a company with its head office in one of these
States or OCT, of which the Chairman of the Board of Directors or the Supervisory
Board, and the majority of the members of such boards are nationals of States
party to the Agreement, or of an OCT, and of which, in the case of partnerships or
limited companies, at least half the capital belongs to those States party to the
Agreement or to public bodies or nationals of the said States, or of an OCT.
The restrictions imposed by the rule of origin on fishery products have hitherto been
a source of contention in relations between the EU and ACP countries, which have
called for all catches made in their national waters to qualify for originating status27.
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28 European food health regulations applicable to fishery products.
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_publ/factsheets/legal_texts/sani_en.htm
29 General guidelines on fish and fishery product import procedures for third countries are available
at:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/food/fs/inspections/special_topics/guide_thirdcountries_en.pdf
30 The updated lists of countries from which fishery products can be imported into the EU are at:
http://europa.eu.int/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexapi!prod!CELEXnumdoc&lg=en&numdo
c=31997D0296&model=guicheti
31 Council Directive 91/493/EEC of 22 July 1991 laying down the health conditions governing the
production and the placing on the market of fishery products
http://europa.eu.int/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexapi!prod!CELEXnumdoc&lg=EN&numd
oc=31991L0493&model=guichett
The rule of origin defined by the Cotonou Agreement poses problems for many ACP
countries, especially tuna-fishing ones, since the structure of their fisheries sectors,
based on vessel-chartering arrangements and fisheries agreements, makes it difficult
for them to comply with the rule of origin. As a result, a large part of these ACP
countries’ tuna catches does not satisfy the rules of origin and so does not attract the
tariff preferences granted to their competitors.
Non-tariff barriers
While access to the European market for ACP fishery products is not
constrained by tariff barriers, other limiting factors are increasing. ACP fish
exporters have to meet increasingly stringent health, hygiene and quality
control standards28.
These form a complex body of rules and regulations which ACP fish and
fishery product exporters find it difficult to get on top of.
So, the European Commission says, for example, that: “To be authorised to
export fishery products to the EU, the third country’s public health
legislation and controls applied to the fisheries sector must be of an
equivalent standard to that provided by EU legislation”29.
There is also a list of third countries and territories - updated several times -
from which fishery products can be imported into the EU30.
Part I lists the “completely harmonised” countries for which a specific
decision has been made under the Directive laying down the health
conditions governing the production and the placing on the market of
fishery products31. The specific decisions list the approved establishments
(processing establishments, factory vessels, freezer vessels) and a model
health certificate to use.
Part II lists countries on the so-called “provisional list” which, although not
yet inspected by the Food and Veterinary Office, are considered to have
equivalent legislation and checks. Member States are free to import (or not, as the
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32 Detailed information on the maximum acceptable limits of veterinary drug residues in food-stuffs
of animal origin is on the site: 
http://dg3.eudra.org/E2/mrl/index.htm
33 The Nile perch (Lates niloticus) is a carnivorous fish species introduced into Lake Victoria in the
late 1950s which can attain an adult weight of 200 kg. It has decimated most of the endemic species
in the lake. The Lake Victoria ecosystem therefore now comprises a very small number of fish
species, putting it severely at risk.
case may be) on a purely bilateral basis fishery products from list II countries, but
only for placing on the market in the importing Member State. The lists of Part II
country establishments are notified directly to the authorities of the Member States
concerned, and so are not published by the Commission.
Aquaculture products are subject to additional requirements on veterinary drug
residues. Third countries exporting aquaculture products must feature in the list
provided for by the Commission Decision on the approval of residue plans32.
The case of Lake Victoria 
Exports from the countries bordering Lake Victoria (Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda) depend
on the fragile Lake Victoria ecosystem33, where the Nile perch boom of the mid-1990s
accounted for 25% of total fresh-water fish catches in Africa.
Sanitary and phytosanitary issues have played a major part in shaping trade flows in
Lake Victoria Nile perch to the EU. In November 1997, both Spain and Italy banned
Kenyan fish imports due to the suspected presence of salmonella.  
This had a profound impact. Kenya’s fish exports to the EU declined by 34%, while
foreign exchange earnings from fish dropped 13% between 1996 and 1997. 
In January 1998, the EU placed an embargo on Lake Victoria fishery products
following reports of a cholera epidemic and alleged poor hygiene conditions in
processing plants.
The ban caused a 66% drop in fish exports to the EU and a 32% drop in foreign-
exchange earnings from the previous year. In April 1999 a further ban was instituted
following reports of pesticide use for catching fish. This resulted in a further 68%
decline in fish exports.  
Prior to these export bans, the EU accounted for about 62% of all fish exported from
Kenya. The ban forced the fish factories to find new markets in the Middle East 
(chiefly Israel), North America and the Far East. While the EU is still the preferred
market due to high profit potential and proximity, in 2001 it accounted for only 21% 
of Nile perch exports from Kenya.  
The EU embargo on Lake Victoria fish exports hit foreign exchange earnings, 
income generation and employment in Tanzania, where nearly 4,000 people lost 
their jobs. 
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Distribution of Kenyan Nile perch exports by destination, 1996-2003 
Regional market Export volume (metric tons) 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
UE 10,388 6,882 2,320 742 1,680 3,818 
Middle East 1,801 2,664 2,201 2,722 4,146 4,650 
Israel 3,431 4,244 5,252 5,529 7,185 7,530 
Other 1,120 929 1,394 2,894 2,468 1,947 
Source: Kenya Fisheries Ministry, Richard Abila, IFPRI Focus 10, 2003 
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Part Two
For a fair and 
sustainable partnership 
in ACP-EU fisheries
relations
34 Report of the meeting organized by CTA and COMSEC in the ACP Secretariat offices in Brussels
in April 2003, entitled “ACP EU Fisheries relations: Towards greater sustainability”, page 30.
http://www.cta.int/events2003/fisheries/General%20report-EN.pdf
Identifying mutual interests
The first step in laying the foundations of a sustainable partnership in ACP-EU
fisheries relations must be to work out where mutual interests of ACP countries and
the EU lie.
As the regional organisation Caribbean Community (CARICOM) put it at the first
CTA-COMSEC (Commonwealth Secretariat) meeting on the future of ACP-EU
fisheries relations in April 200334:
“The ACP countries and the EU share the same objectives with respect to sustainable
development, poverty reduction, peace and prosperity, respect for human rights and good
governance. We would like to see these issues playing a central role in the development of our
future relationship; in this regard it is important that due consideration be given to the
contribution of fisheries to social, economic, and food security needs, particularly of rural and
coastal communities”.
The ACP countries and the EU therefore have converging long-term policy goals.
There is also a discernibly sufficient basis to establish complementarities between
ACP and EU operators.
• ACP resources, like those of all developping countries, are vital to the continued
existence of EU fishing enterprises and to meet market demands (processing,
trade and consumption) where there is a growing supply deficit.
• There is also a great desire and need among ACP fish processors and exporters
for improved access to the lucrative EU fish market.
The international legal framework to ACP and EU activities, and the past record of
ACP-EU fisheries relations, make it possible to sketch the possible contours of an
ACP-EU fisheries partnership.
A common international legal framework
for EU and ACP countries
The European Union, its members and the ACP countries are involved in the
international organisations that establish responsible fisheries practices and the
methods of marketing the products they yield.
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35 Full text available at: http://www.un.org/english/law/los/unclos/closindx.htm
36 See
http://daccessdds.un.org/doc/UNDOC/GEN/N02/636/94/PDF/N0263694.pdf?OpenElement 
37 See http://www.fao.org/fi/agreem/codecond/codeconf.asp
The United Nations (especially the FAO) and the WTO are responsible for this legal
and political framework, which is the common benchmark for the EU and ACP
States. The WTO gives an institutional structure and legal basis to the liberalization of
international trade, while the United Nations provides a legal basis for sustainable
fishery resource development and management.
The United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS)35, which was signed in
1982 and came into effect in 1994, calls on coastal states to manage their fishing
activities on a sustainable basis. The 1992 Rio Declaration requires all States to
address the issue of non-sustainable production and consumption. These
requirements are also written into the Plan of Implementation of the World Summit
on Sustainable Development (WSSD36). Coastal states therefore have a duty under
international law to ensure sustainability of their fisheries resources.
The Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries37, drawn up by the Food and Agricultural
Organization (FAO) in 1995, promotes sustainable fisheries policies and practises. It
addresses key issues like health, safety, and quality standards for the processing and
marketing of fishery products. All FAO members have signed this Code which,
although not legally binding, is seen as crucial to achieving sustainable fishing
worldwide.
The key issues in applying the Code to ACP-EU
fisheries relations are:
• Greater stakeholder participation,
information sharing and transparency
(articles 7, 9, 11);
• Improved management information:
research on biological, economic and social
components of fisheries, improved data
collection, regional co-operation (articles 8,
9, 10);
• Assessing and minimising the negative
impacts of fishing: prevent destructive
fishing practices, minimise bycatch,
minimise the negative impacts of
aquaculture (articles 7, 9, 11);
• Reducing excess fishing capacity (articles 7,
10);
• Improve monitoring, control and surveillance systems (articles 7, 8, 9).
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The Code examines each of these issues and through technical guidelines and
international action plans (IAP) advises on what governments and other stakeholders
should do to address them. Major IAPs have been drawn up to tackle overcapacity
and illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing (IUU).
UNCLOS articles 61 and 62: key for EU fleets to access 
ACP resources 
Articles 61 and 62 of UNCLOS spell out coastal states’ rights and responsibilities on
conservation (article 61) and exploitation of living resources (article 62). 
Article 61 provides in particular that “the coastal State, taking into account the best
scientific evidence available to it, shall ensure through proper conservation and
management measures that the maintenance of the living resources in the exclusive
economic zone is not endangered by over-exploitation. As appropriate, the coastal
State and competent international organisations, whether subregional, regional or
global, shall cooperate to this end.”
In other words, the paucity of scientific evidence available to ACP countries is no
reason not to take such steps as limiting the fishing effort of foreign and national fleets
on stocks which the best scientific evidence available suggests are being overexploited.
This is the precautionary principle at work.
Article 61 also provides that:
“Available scientific information, catch and fishing effort statistics, and other data
relevant to the conservation to fish stocks shall be contributed and exchanged on a
regular basis through competent international organisations, whether subregional,
regional or global, where appropriate and with participation by all States concerned,
including States whose nationals are allowed to fish in the exclusive economic zone”.
This is particularly important in ACP-EU fisheries relations, where the exchange of
catch and fishing effort information between the two sides on the different fleets
operating in ACP fisheries is all too often still sadly lacking. 
Article 62 provides that: “The coastal State shall determine its capacity to harvest the
living resources of the exclusive economic zone. Where the coastal State does not have
the capacity to harvest the entire allowable catch, it shall, through agreements or other
arrangements (...) give other States access to the surplus of the allowable catch, having
particular regard to the provisions of Articles 69 and 70, especially in relation to the
developing States mentioned therein”.
The inference from this article is that if an ACP country’s resources are fully exploited
by its national fleet, there is no allowable surplus, and so no sufficient basis for a
bilateral access agreement between that country and the EU. The best scientific
evidence available suggests that this is the case with many demersal species stocks in
the West Africa zone, for example.
Source: United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea
http://www.un.org/english/law/los/unclos/closindx.htm (last date accessed August
2006)
22 The future of ACP-EU fisheries relations
38 See http://www.codexalimentarius.net/web/index_en.jsp
39 See http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dda_e/dohaexplained_e.htm
40 Report available at:
http://www.cape-cffa.org/issues/E-report%20ACP-EU%20Fisheries%20Relations%20-
%20social%20and%20economic%20benefits%20%28December%202004%29.doc.
The FAO/WHO Codex Alimentarius Commission38 draws up international standards on
food hygiene, contaminants, food technology, the import and export of foodstuffs,
microbiology and fishery products. These standards, which are recognised by the
World Health Organisation (WHO), are a benchmark for importing countries’ food
hygiene and other standards, and vital in helping developing countries to overcome
the non-tariff barriers to international trade apt to be applied by the main importing
countries.
Sustainable trade makes an appearance in the Marrakesh Declaration which
instituted the WTO (1994). Subsequently, the Doha Ministerial Declaration39 (2001)
stresses the contribution of trade to economic growth in the developing countries
(paragraphs 42 and 43), urges the WTO to achieve the objective of sustainable
development (paragraph 6), acknowledges the specific problems of the least
developed countries (LDC) (paragraphs 42 and 43), and the need for special and
differential treatment (paragraph 44).
The ACP countries will be particularly interested to see how tariff systems for fishery
products and non-tariff barriers shape up in the forthcoming negotiations.
Fundamentals of partnership
Looking at the state of existing ACP-EU fisheries relations (bilateral fisheries
agreements, market access, development co-operation projects), the ACP fisheries
stakeholders who took part in the consultations organised by the CTA40 cited the
following as fundamental to a fair and sustainable fisheries partnership:
• sustainable ecosystems exploitation based on building institutional research,
management, control and surveillance capacities;
• promotion of transparency and good governance, in particular through better
information to enable ACP fisheries sector stakeholders and civil society to play
an informed part in policy-making (in particular through the negotiation of
Fisheries Partnership Agreements (FPA) and economic partnership agreements
(EPA), and development co-operation projects;
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41 For more information on the FAO workshop:
http://www.fao.org/newsroom/en/news/2005/100061/
• more effective EU fisheries sector participation in economic and social
development in ACP countries through the creation of joint enterprises, chiefly
for value added-generating activities;
• improved education and training for fisheries sector workers in food health rules
on catch, handling and fish processing technology, micro-enterprise management,
and on the importance of preserving the marine environment and avoiding
“polluting” behaviour at sea;
• basic health education, in particular preventing and tackling HIV/AIDS.
AIDS in fishing communities: a serious problem, frequently
overlooked
One priority that emerged from the CTA e-consultation - tackling AIDS in fishing
communities - was also raised at an FAO-hosted workshop in March 200541.
Fisherfolk were among the earliest victims of the epidemic in the 1980s, but until
recently have been largely sidelined from HIV/AIDS prevention and control
programmes.
In recent years, fishing communities in the countries of Africa, Asia and Central
America have been found to have rates of HIV infection that can be five to ten times
higher than the population average.
It has had grave consequences through the additional stresses placed on the families of
fishers affected by the disease, which prevents them from accumulating assets or
improving the household diet.
Beyond these immediate impacts, it is an entire food production system that is being
undermined, a system that large numbers of people depend on for their incomes and
food. HIV/AIDS is also eroding the use of sustainable fisheries practices in fishing
communities. It has been argued that for communities with very high AIDS-related
death rates, fatalism can erode their commitment to stewardship of resources for future
generations.
Vulnerability to HIV/AIDS in fishing communities stems from a series of factors
presented at the FAO workshop: the mobility of many fishers, the fact that they have
access to a daily cash income in a general context of poverty and vulnerability, the
availability of sex workers in fishing ports, etc.
The main recommendation made by the FAO workshop participants is that
programmes should be implemented to tackle HIV/AIDS that are adapted to match the
rhythm of fishing activity. Health ministries should improve access to screening and care
facilities that are adapted to the mobility and irregular working hours in fishing
communities.
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42 Figures taken from The State of World Fisheries and Aquaculture (SOFIA), FAO, 2004.
http://www.fao.org/documents/show_cdr.asp?url_file=/docrep/007/y5600e/y5600e00.htm
Create an enabling environment to make artisanal fishing
competitive
In the immediate post-independence period, most ACP countries focussed on
developing industrial fishing. They
acknowledged the contribution of artisanal
fishing, but regarded it as a subsistence activity
to supply local markets. It was industrial
fishing that was destined to earn the country
budget revenues for public spending and
foreign exchange to strengthen the balance of
payments, as well as key technological know-
how for their development.
The ruinous collapse in the late 1980s of many
public organisations and enterprises set up to
promote the industrial fishing policy led many
ACP countries - especially in West Africa - to
discover the opportunities which artisanal
fishing offered to develop their national fishery
sectors.
Meanwhile, ACP artisanal fishing had proved
itself capable of exploiting coastal fishery
stocks, often showing greater ability to
maximise incomes and foreign exchange
earnings as well as contribute to greater added value than industrial fishing.
Artisanal fishing also provides more than 80% of new direct and indirect jobs in the
sector. The FAO42 estimates that the sub-sector accounts for 70 to 80% of landings and
up to 80% of fish intended for direct human consumption in sub-Saharan Africa, for
example. Artisanal fishing production generates high local value added estimated at
70-80% of turnover compared to approximately 50% for national industrial fishing,
and 22-25% for distant-water joint enterprise-chartered or licensed fishing vessels.
Artisanal fishing is behind West Africa’s recently expanding fresh fish exports to the
EU, and most of the raw materials for Asian, European and North American
processing plants. Artisanal fishing supplies fish of the freshness and quality needed
to manufacture high value-added products.
Artisanal fishing drives most of the artisanal fish processing and manufacture
activities that supply local and regional markets. Whereas heavily fished stocks mean
that national industrial fleets cannot generate the revenues needed for profitability,
artisanal fishing still has much development potential, not least by exploiting new
little- or un-fished coastal stocks.
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43 Recommendations made by West African artisanal fishing representatives at a workshop on the
export role of artisanal fishing organised by the Fédération national des Pêches de Mauritanie in
Nouadhibou in September 2004.
In order to leverage its vast potential, artisanal fishing needs an enabling framework
for its activities, which means that ACP countries must find substantial and
appropriate resources for management of the sector.
Artisanal fishing management must be based on the potential for flexibility of a sector
which is often capable of rapid redeployment to alleviate exploitation of overfished
stocks and encourage fishing gear selectivity to reduce the negative biodiversity
impact.
Professional organisations in West Africa have been looking into this issue since the
late 1990s, and have reached agreement on the following points to create an enabling
environment for artisanal fishing43:
• adjusting the fishing effort to a tolerable level for fishery stocks, which is the basis
of a healthy sector. This must apply across all fleets, industrial and artisanal,
national and foreign. The impact of artisanal fishing has often gone ignored;
artisanal fishing harvesting is largely unknown, although mortality from it may
be near to or higher than that from industrial fishing. Measures like dugout canoe
registration would help give a clearer picture of activity in the sector;
• an exclusive fishing area which includes the abundant coastal fishery resources,
excludes trawls and is sufficiently well protected. The establishment of such a
zone extended to a depth of 20 m has doubled artisanal octopus catches in
Mauritania, for example;
• appropriate financing schemes for both catch gears and processing plant
purchasing;
• basic infrastructure to provide good technical and hygiene conditions for catch
landing, handling and storage, improve access between fishing villages and
fishing stations, and to ship fish to consumer markets;
• support for satisfying the food health and traceability requirements of EU export
markets which are the main outlet for exported products;
• targeted training provision for fishers and other industry players;
• involving fishers’ representatives in all national, regional and international
activities likely to affect their business.
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44 See FAO preparatory document “Supporting small-scale fisheries through an enabling
environment”,
ftp://ftp.fao.org/docrep/fao/meeting/009/j3696e.pdf 
and the report of the 26th Session of the FAO Committee on Fisheries, Rome, 7-11 March 2005, pages
76 to 82: 
http://www.fao.org/docrep/meeting/009/j5032e.htm#P298_83591
Artisanal fishing high on the FAO agenda
This thinking by the artisanal sector seems to square with that of the FAO Member
States who, at the last meeting of the FAO Committee on Fisheries in March 2005, 
laid down guidelines on the strategies and measures necessary to create an enabling
environment for artisanal fisheries44.
Some of the suggested policy interventions in this document are of particular relevance
to ACP-EU fisheries relations:
• Make changes to fisheries policy and legislation:
- give formal recognition to all artisanal/small-scale fishworkers/fishers. 
A failure to do so can have adverse implications for accessing financial
assistance especially, and can disadvantage women, whose involvement in post-
harvest activities in particular, is significant;
- take management measures for the resources exploited by this sector: give
small-scale fishers priority access to coastal land and near-shore areas of sea,
and security of rights to resources. This is especially important for poor small-
scale fishers, whose rights are often easily eroded in the absence of such
legislation;
- take community-based fisheries management and co-management measures
that favour small-scale fishers (e.g., banning seasonal trawling, creating
artificial reefs that provide new habitats for fish and hinder industrial trawling in
inshore areas);
- include small-scale fishers and fishworkers in policy-making processes.
• Facilitate financial arrangements
- provide funding for monitoring, control and surveillance of coastal industrial
fishing activities, adequate financial support for social security, and the
introduction of appropriate fishing technologies and practices, etc.
• Improve information
- improve data collection on the sector
- develop information systems that are low on data requirements
• Make markets work for small-scale fishers (both “input” and “output” markets)
- provide technological and practical support for breaking into new markets and
assistance for compliance with certification criteria;
- support capacity development so that the most vulnerable stakeholders 
(women, the poor) can adapt to the export-oriented role of artisanal fishing.
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45 Adoption of Council conclusions on a Communication from the Commission on an integrated
framework for fisheries partnership agreements with third countries, register of EU Council
documents, page 5
http://register.consilium.eu.int/pdf/en/04/st11/st11485-re01.en04.pdf
Tools of future ACP-EU fisheries relations
There are three key instruments of future ACP-EU fisheries relations.
• Fisheries Partnership Agreements (FPA), which have taken over from the bilateral
“cash for access” fisheries agreements. FPAs are an integral part of the Common
Fisheries Policy (CFP). FPAs enable vessel transfers to be financed and joint
enterprises to be set up.
• Economic Partnership Agreements (EPA) which are set to replace the Cotonou
Agreement in 2008. EPAs are negotiated regionally between ACP countries and
the EU.
• Fisheries development cooperation programmes and projects.
These three instruments fall under different European policies - fishing, trade, and
development co-operation - and are managed by different DGs within the European
Commission, but there must be coherence between them around general objectives like
sustainable development and poverty alleviation in the ACP countries.
Fisheries Partnership Agreements
Since the Council of European Fisheries Ministers adopted its conclusions on 19 July
200445, the EU has been developing a new approach in its negotiations with ACP
countries in the form of Fisheries Partnership Agreements (FPA).
The specific objectives pursued through FPAs as defined by the Council of Fisheries
Ministers are:
• to maintain access by European fleets to third country waters as a means of
protecting European distant-water fishing activity and the employment linked to
it because of their special nature and their connection to regions which are highly
dependant on fisheries;
• to guarantee and step up (its) action to establish sustainable fisheries beyond
Community waters, in accordance with the general principles as defined for the
conservation and sustainable management of fisheries resources under the CFP.
The reasons for the EU’s changed approach
Arguably, two key factors contributed to the shift away from ACP-EU “cash for
access” fisheries agreements and towards the proposed FPAs:
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46 Court of Auditors special report (No. 3/2001) concerning the Commission’s management of the
international fisheries agreements
http://www.eca.eu.int/audit_reports/special_reports/docs/2001/rs03_01en.pdf
47 In the case of Seychelles, the two sides have yet to reach agreement on the proposal.
• the European Court of Auditors’ report on the international fisheries agreements
(2001)46
• the course of the WTO debate on subsidies.
In fact, most new features of the proposed FPAs address virtually point by point the
criticisms levelled by the Court of Auditors and the way the subsidies debate is
playing out.
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Criticisms in the European Court
of Auditors’ 2001 report
The fishing opportunities available to
Community fishermen in the waters of third
countries under international agreements are
not always used to the full. The Community
has thus paid financial compensation for fish
which only existed on paper.
It would be expedient if the Commission were
to improve monitoring, for example, by
inserting control clauses or by making
payments dependent on progress.
The share of the financing which the
Community has had to bear out of public
funds can be put at 85.7% of the total cost of
the agreements involving financial
compensation ... the Commission should
investigate the advisability, methods and
consequences of sharing out the costs in a
more balanced manner.
The Court recommends that the Commission
put in place an ongoing monitoring system ...
which would make it possible to analyse the
benefits of each agreement throughout its
cycle: (ex ante) negotiation or renegotiation,
implementation, ex post evaluation. To this
end, the Commission should on the one hand
determine criteria making it possible to assess
the extent to which clearly defined objectives
have been achieved and, on the other,
establish suitable performance indicators.
Features of the first Fisheries
Partnership Agreements
negotiated (with Seychelles and the
Comoros)
The fishing opportunities were revised
downwards in the first FPA signed with
Seychelles to take account of the actual use
made of them.
The Commission defines quantitative targets to
be met in the objectives set for sustainable
development investments made with the
financial compensation.
In the case of the Comoros47, the share paid
by ship-owners rises from € 25 to 35 /t.
The European Commission (DG Fisheries) is
carrying out ex ante and ex post impact
assessment studies before
renegotiating/negotiating a Fisheries
Partnership Agreement. A Joint Committee
has been set up to evaluate the
implementation of the FPA.
48 In particular at a meeting organized by CTA and COMSEC in the ACP Secretariat in Brussels in
April 2003 , entitled “ACP EU Fisheries relations: Towards greater sustainability”. See meeting
report, page 10.
http://www.cta.int/events2003/fisheries/General%20report-EN.pdf
49 ibid. page 11
One recurrent criticism in the Court of Auditors’ report, however, was not clearly
addressed in the proposed FPA.
Citing the EU-Senegal agreement as an example, the Court of Auditors’ 2001 report
regretted that:
“When the agreement with Senegal expired in 1997, the Commission was unable to accept the
price requested. Agreement was reached after the Commission drew attention to an increase of
an undefined amount in the EDF funding. In this instance, neither transparency nor the
budgetary principle of specification of expenditure was abided by.
The budgetary authorities should always be able to establish the full actual cost of fishing
rights. All too often, the intended purposes of the two Community policies are intertwined in
these agreements … In any case, a clearer distinction needs to be made between the
commercial aspects and the development aid aspects”.
No such clear distinction is made in the proposed FPA, since the financial
contribution, the amount of which is still tied to the fishing opportunities secured
from the ACP country, is described as an “investment” to help develop responsible
fisheries in the non-member state.
The ACP agenda
Representatives of the ACP countries
have repeatedly48 pointed out that the
different subsidies paid to EU operators
fishing in their waters have contributed to
overfishing by enabling EU vessels to
carry on fishing even when stocks were
too low to make it economically
profitable. It has also created unfair
competition with the local fleet, especially
artisanal fishers.
But many ACP representatives also stress
the vital importance of financial
compensation to their economies. Under
current fisheries access agreements, the
EU contribution makes up to 80%49 of the
total financial benefits received by the
ACP states.
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52 Overview of the main challenges in ACP-EU fisheries relations - An ACP perspective, Carl B.
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http://www.cta.int/events2004/fish/docs/Carl%20Greenidge-%20CTA-en.pdf
At the 2003 WTO Ministerial Conference in Cancun, therefore, the Solomon Islands’
representative declared that50:
“If there is one resource that Solomon Islands, or any other country in the Pacific region, can
claim to have in relative abundance – it is fish. In these countries, many of which are least-
developed countries, significant government revenue has been generated from access fees from
developed and developing country distant water fishing nations.
These access fees are almost always negotiated through
bilateral agreements where the distant water fishing
nations also provide invaluable development assistance.
And in order to attract local and foreign investment in
the fisheries sector, we have offered incentives to both
local and foreign fishers to supply domestic processing
facilities.
These access fees and incentives are therefore vital if
small vulnerable States like Solomon Islands are to
develop their economies as well as their domestic
fisheries sector… The development assistance provided
in these access fees and the incentives for domestic
fishers should therefore be explicitly excluded from
definition of subsidy. They should be treated as non-
actionable subsidies.”
It must also be noted that this position received
backing from various WTO Member States, as
confirmed by one of the last submissions for WTO
negotiations on fisheries subsidies in which
“government expenditure for access” is presented as
one of the subsidies that might not be prohibited51.
The key issue for ACP countries is therefore how the financial contribution of FPAs
can continue to provide them with the support that is vital to many without
encouraging overfishing by giving European fleets over-liberal access conditions for
their fishery resources.
Much of the answer lies in the implementation by ACP countries of a proactive policy
and strategy for sustainable development of their fisheries sector52.
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53 Because their introduction has too often been influenced by external stakeholders like donors and
lenders.
While some ACP countries do have such policies, strategies and management plans,
they rarely reflect the realities of the local fisheries sector53, and so are largely
unsupported by national fisheries players.
Access by European fleets to declining ACP resources
ACP fisheries development in recent decades, especially the trend towards
overexploitation of marine resources and ecosystems, has been largely shaped by a
series of factors such as:
• abundant fishery resources. However, while some stocks are still significantly in
surplus, many face the problems of overcapacity and overexploitation;
• some ACP countries have developed national (artisanal and industrial) fishing
fleets able to fully exploit certain stocks like coastal demersal species;
• nutritional resources required to ensure food security;
• weak capacity to carry out fisheries monitoring, control and surveillance, develop
and implement policies that hang together with fisheries strategies and
management plans, promote and develop high value-added products, negotiate
fisheries agreements with foreign States that have powerful fishing fleets;
• pressing and substantial financing requirements to preserve broad economic
balances in a context of hesitant growth and widespread poverty still to be
tackled.
Fishing has often been seen, therefore, as a main source of public revenues allowing
ACP countries to pay for World Bank structural adjustment programmes, 
leading some ACP countries to fish marine ecosystems beyond their regeneration
capacities.
It should also be noted that concluding access agreements for distant-water fishing
fleets is one of the quickest ways to generate income from fishery resources. In some
cases, signing such agreements has undermined efforts to promote the conservation
and rational and sustainable exploitation of fishery resources.
The question arises as to how FPAs approach these declining resources in ACP
waters.
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fisheries partnership agreements with third countries, register of EU Council documents, page 5
http://register.consilium.eu.int/pdf/en/04/st11/st11485-re01.en04.pdf
The conclusions of the Council of EU Fisheries Ministers on FPAs are singularly
important here: 
One objective of FPAs cited in the conclusions is “a progressive development of a policy
dialogue at national and/or regional level with coastal States, offering Community vessels
access to the surplus fishing stocks in the waters under their sovereignty and/or their
jurisdiction”.
Such a dialogue would apply to “all agreements involving Community financial
compensation”, and would enable the conditions to be laid down for a policy of
sustainable development of fishing activities in the waters of the third country
concerned. It would be consolidated by “a binding instrument which lays down the rights
and obligations of the Parties and of stakeholders on both sides in the form of a Fisheries
Partnership Agreement hereinafter referred to as ‘FPA’”.
Implementing this kind of policy dialogue removes FPAs firmly from the sphere of
“purely commercial agreements”. But establishing an objective and profitable
dialogue means uncoupling the amount of financial compensation from the level of
access granted to EU vessels by the ACP country. This linkage between the amount of
financial compensation and the level of access has too often in the past led ACP to do
nothing about overexploitation of their resources so as not to forfeit any of their
financial compensation.
It is essential that FPAs should not contribute to overexploitation of third country
fishing areas. Overfishing of these areas, whether in terms of vessel numbers or
fishing gear, means that whatever technical management measures ACP countries
may introduce (biological recovery, mesh sizes, etc.) and however costly, will have
little effect on the state of resources.
Joint enterprises subsidised by FPAs
FPAs could facilitate long-term access by European fleets to ACP fisheries resources
in different ways:
• by eliminating competition from other fleets less concerned with sustainable
development, particularly those engaging in illegal, unreported and unregulated
fishing (IUU). Tackling IUU fishing is a cornerstone of EU external fisheries
policy, especially in the FPAs;
• by supporting the incorporation of European vessels in ACP national fleets
through the creation of joint enterprises.
Joint enterprises could therefore remain major components of the new framework for
FPAs, which are meant to stimulate “measures to promote the creation of joint
undertakings, the transfer of know-how, technologies and vessels54”.
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http://www.cape-cffa.org/issues/E-report%20ACP-EU%20Fisheries%20Relations%20-
%20social%20and%20economic%20benefits%20%28December%202004%29.doc
Most contributors to the e-consultation staged by CTA in 200455 felt that in most ACP
coastal countries, especially those whose resources were fully exploited or
overexploited (coastal demersal species, cephalopods in West Africa), joint enterprises
should invest mainly in processing and preparation of high value-added products,
ancillary infrastructure, services and training.
The partnership system should also promote the development of market information
systems, improve the flow of fishery products and lower non-tariff barriers between
countries.
Determining whether that is in the EU’s interests means clarifying what these new
joint enterprises are meant to do differently from the “1990s-style” joint enterprises as
regards supplying fishery products to the European market, and preserving EU jobs,
which are abiding big concerns for Europe
Simply put, would the EU agree to finance plants processing fishery products in ACP
countries if they potentially undermined employment and the level of value-added
trade currently generated in Europe?
The nature and size of potential ACP and EU partners also creates a problem with the
formation of  joint enterprises in processing. At present, European catching sector
operators are seen as the main partners. Small and medium-sized European
marketing and processing undertakings, which by nature and size would be clearly
more suitable potential ACP partners, are still excluded from the negotiation of ACP-
EU Fisheries Partnership Agreements.
There is a real need to explore the possibility of linking up these potential partners
under the Fisheries Partnership Agreements to promote profitable joint enterprises
that address the common interests of ACP and EU operators.
Specific character of the tuna sector
The issues in the tuna sector are different: industrial tuna fishing
is capital-intensive (approximately € 15 M for a seiner for
example), and is a high-risk industry, few joint enterprises
operate in this sector in ACP countries.
Ways should be examined for ACP citizens to invest in the
capital of such enterprises, either in the catching sector or 
on-shore processing and manufacture.
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Constraints on joint enterprise creation
Having adopted resolutely export-oriented fisheries policies, ACP countries
introduced tax and institutional reforms to attract foreign investment in their
economies.
Notwithstanding the current highly export-friendly investment regulations, however,
many disincentives still remain to European operators forming joint enterprises in
ACP countries.
These obstacles include:
• the lack of rational and responsible fishery resources management: investors want
guarantees of the long-term existence of sufficient fishery resources to ensure
minimum economic profitability before investing in an ACP country;
• lack of certainty in the law from deficient justice systems;
• the high cost and difficulties of marketing fish;
• lack of port services;
• high fish transport costs;
• lack of seafarer training.
When drawing up FPAs, a case-by-case study should be done of investment
constraints and opportunities in the ACP country to provide appropriate solutions
that build in the country’s poverty alleviation and sustainable resource management
priorities.
Joint enterprises: matching supply to demand 
Some of the obstacles to subsidised joint enterprise creation were highlighted at a
recent EU-Mauritania workshop on FPAs (June 2003). 
The Mauritanian authorities and fisheries sector strongly support implementing joint
undertakings for the transfer of small inshore fishing vessels (day fishing trips), but the
EU offered only freezer trawlers that make trips of several days and have been a main
cause of over-fishing in Mauritanian waters56.
The disproportionate means of the potential partners stands in the way of adapting EU
supply to the demand of the fisheries sector in ACP countries to create fisheries joint
enterprises.
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Generally, joint enterprises that are set up under ACP-EU FPAs need to reckon with
the minimum standards they will have to meet in order to qualify for fisheries
partnership support.
These standards should be based on the principles of good governance and EU
development co-operation objectives, namely poverty reduction, sustainable
development, and support for the integration of ACP countries into the world
economy.
The value of the “Tsunami Regulation” to joint enterprises involving
transfers of EU vessels 
After the tsunami that struck Southeast Asia at the end of 2004, and a string of
proposals by EU Member States to provide European financial assistance for
transferring vessels intended for scrap to tsunami-hit countries, the EU voted through a
regulation to assist this type of operation. 
Only vessels between 5 and 20 years old which do not use towed gear can be eligible
for assistance for permanent transfer to a third country in the Indian Ocean affected by
the December 2004 tsunami provided the following criteria are met: 
iii. the vessel has an overall length of less than12 m; 
iii. the Member State which authorises the transfer ensures that the vessel is fully
seaworthy and suitable for fishing activity, that it is transferred to a region affected
by the tsunami for the benefit of the fishing communities having suffered the
consequences thereof and that adverse effects on the fisheries resources and the
local economy are avoided; 
iii. the transfer meets the needs identified by FAO assessment and is in accordance
with the third country’s requests. 
These criteria clearly took the nature of existing ecosystems and local fisheries in the
countries considered into account. Significantly also,
this contains the EU’s first ever recognition of the
adverse impacts that towed gear, like trawls, can
have on the fragile tropical coastal ecosystems of
ACP coastal countries.
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Key issues for sustainable ACP fisheries
resource management through ACP-EU
Fisheries Partnership Agreements:
Stakeholder participation
Stakeholders and civil society are playing an increasing part in the framing and
practical implementation of fisheries policies in the European Union and ACP
countries alike. In all cases, the promotion of participation is the result of
acknowledging the failure of the centralised policy-making methods that have for
decades sidelined the key fisheries players: fishers and coastal communities.
Mechanisms to enable participation by all stakeholders are central to the new
European Common Fisheries Policy and poverty alleviation strategies in the ACP
countries.
Participation by fisheries sector representatives and
civil society organizations is also a way for the
European institutions and ACP countries to
embrace greater political democracy.
Implementing EU and ACP Fisheries 
Advisory Councils
Local and national advisory councils have been
formed in some ACP coastal states, linking together
representatives from the private sector, civil society
and donors/lenders with government agencies
responsible for research, surveillance and fisheries,
and other departments responsible for
development and the environment.
The purpose of these advisory bodies is to draw
together the varied aims of sector stakeholders in
requested or own-initiative opinions to the
authorities on fisheries management and
adjustment issues. In some cases, there is a statutory obligation to seek their opinion
on key issues like fisheries management plans and fishing rights allocation
arrangements.
EU Regional Advisory Councils (RAC) comprise representatives of the fisheries sector
in the regions concerned and other stakeholders, like NGOs. They offer advice and
make suggestions on fisheries management. The first operational RAC is that for the
North Sea, in which Norway has observer status by virtue of being a stakeholder in
the region’s fisheries although not a member of the EU.
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A similar approach could surely be usefully taken with the implementation of the
distant-water fishing RAC scheduled for the end of 2005. The ACP countries in whose
EEZs European distant-water fishing fleets operate could surely seek observer status
in the distant-water fishing RAC based on the Norwegian precedent for the North
Sea RAC.
That would provide a platform for EU operators and ACP fisheries stakeholders to
engage a positive though informal dialogue very early on in the policy-making
process.
It could address issues such as the constraints on ACP fishing industry development,
access of ACP fishery products to EU markets, and possible co-operation on value-
added activities in ACP countries.
The recommendations that come out of it should inform the official negotiations on
FPAs. The bottom line is that FPAs should be concluded with full and acknowledged
participation by the fisheries stakeholders on both sides.
Recognition of women’s role in fishing
Women make up a major share of the artisanal fisheries workforce in many ACP
countries, especially in the processing and marketing sectors. Women are also major
sources of credit for artisanal fishers who may not qualify for bank loans57.
Mechanisation and the export-orientation of artisanal fishing towards international
markets may marginalise women through the loss of some of their marketing and
processing functions. In Mauritania, for example, women of the Imraguen traditional
fishing communities lost their processing role when motorised vessels were
introduced and catches landed directly in ports
for fresh fish export.
In some cases, however, women have opened
up new markets for artisanally processed
fishery products, for example, the women
processors in Guinea who found a market in the
United States for their smoked, powdered
shrimps. But these export industries remain
informal and largely unknown.
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Women in industrial fishing 
In the Pacific and Indian Ocean, women also predominate in many industrial
fishery product processing concerns, like tuna canneries where they often work on a
production line, sorting, cutting and boning fish, boxing and labelling etc. Average
pay is higher than in other sectors, but working hours are awkward (long days) and
at odds with the work-life balance.
One of the biggest ACP tuna canneries, located in Seychelles, employs 2500
people, mostly women. Women predominate in this industry because of their
greater dexterity in manual fish processing. 
This employment has made women the main breadwinner in some households,
changing the dynamics of families and communities. 
Many canneries now provide skills training for workers to produce competitive
products for the international market. Appropriate training must be given to women
in this sector, and ways examined to improve their working conditions to provide
them with appealing long-term career-advancement opportunities in a growth
sector. 
Generally, however, the lack of community-based organizations and trade unions
for women in this sector impedes recognition of their role and the difficulties they
face.
Women’s participation in ACP fisheries sector policy-making is vital to achieving
sustainable fishing. Taking account of their role in post-catch activities 
better reflects the dynamics of the entire fishing industry than catch-related activities
alone.
But they are prevented from engaging fully with their role and taking part in
decision-making in the sector by:
• a lack of awareness and training on sustainable fishing issues among women
working in the sector. Guinea is a case in point: if a vessel is arrested for illegal
fishing, the women wholesale fish merchants are the ones that will press the
authorities to release it, seeing it as just another source of supply.
• women are increasingly found in professional organisations in the artisanal
fisheries sector, but their influence remains marginal. The reasons are complex,
but cultural factors play a part: coastal communities are traditional societies
where women are still often subservient to their husbands.
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Development (France) and Poseidon (United Kingdom), http://www.megapesca.com/
Policy transparency
If fishing communities and civil society in the ACP countries are unfamiliar with the
processes and issues involved in fisheries-related decisions, which is often the case
with FPA issues, their participation in policy-making is unlikely to be productive.
Often, there is no channel for systematic information flow between the policymakers
(information holders) and the fishing communities and civil society. Top-down
communication of facts by a government agency to voluntary organizations,
professional organisations and trade unions can be ill-received in such cases. This
makes it important to put in place mechanisms and structures for dialogue to enable
a free information flow between the different stakeholders.
Local, regional and even international (ACP-EU) NGO networks play an important
role here in helping to spread around the information available on both sides.
Impact assessment studies of EU-third country fisheries partnership
agreements
Since 2003, the European Commission has been having impact assessment and
monitoring studies done of the ACP-EU Fisheries Partnership Agreements58 to
determine, among other things, their contribution to sustainable development, the
establishment of sustainable fishing in third country waters, etc. 
The studies have provided a wealth of information, but improvements could still be
made in terms of both content and use of the findings. 
As to content, a more balanced approach could be achieved by giving more weight
to the country’s views in the form of greater expert input from the ACP country
concerned. The studies could focus more on innovative approaches to fisheries
management (by the ecosystem approach, in particular). 
As to use of the data: qualitative assessments of negotiating issues are given on the
basis of quantitative information on which both sides should agree. Also, the
European institutions have implemented no machinery for sharing and discussing the
information collected with policymakers, the stakeholders concerned or civil society in
the EU or the ACP country.
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60 Meeting on ACP-EU fisheries relations, see http://www.cta.int/events2004/fish/indexen.htm
61 See report:
http://www.cape-cffa.org/issues/E-report%20ACP-EU%20Fisheries%20Relations%20-
%20social%20and%20economic%20benefits%20%28December%202004%29.doc
There must also be transparency in implementing the Fisheries Partnership
Agreements, especially in regard to the use to which the financial contribution is put.
Targeted actions under access agreements have had mixed results for the ACP
countries.
The evidence from some agreements is that the amounts allocated to different actions
have often borne no relation to actual needs. In Mauritania, for example, € 800,000
were assigned to the development of artisanal fishing. But in reality, the artisanal
fisheries sector lacked the capacities to absorb this amount of expenditure. 
There was very little transparency in the spending of this amount59.
In other cases, however, targeted actions have enabled expenditure to be incurred
which might not have otherwise been possible given the place occupied by fishing in
ACP countries’ priorities.
Fisheries research for sustainable development
On the general future of ACP-EU fisheries relations, the priorities for fisheries
research expressed by the representatives of ACP and European countries at the
December 2004 meeting60 can be summarised as follows:
• If it is to integrate sustainable development, fisheries research must embrace all
aquatic species and adopt an ecosystem approach rather than confine itself to
fished species. This approach responds to the Heads of State and Government’s
decision in the Plan of Implementation of the World Summit on Sustainable
Development to adopt ecosystem-based fisheries resource management to restore
the ecosystems degraded by 2015;
• Fisheries research must take more of a world view, partly by incorporating new
perspectives (sociological, cultural, economic, ecological, etc.) into its approach,
but also by being designed as a tool for use by “resource managers”, including
government, sector professionals and the general public who are all co-managers
of the common heritage of marine ecosystems.
The ACP country contributors to the e-consultation61 held by CTA made the
following proposals:
• Cooperative action is needed, and support for improved quality primary data
supplied by operators/harvesters for research;
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• Every effort must also be made to share these data with the third countries in
whose waters EU vessels fish, because such sharing is fundamental to effective
collaboration between the third country and EU scientific communities;
• Research should also contribute to settling new issues that arise, like granting
access to resources, and integrating artisanal fisheries into the national economy;
• Better administrative integration of fisheries research and management to
suppress current practises whereby research is managed on a project basis that is
generally unconnected with actual fisheries sector management needs.
Particular issues must be taken into account in the following areas
• Better status and trends information on capture fisheries.
Primary data collection (data scope
and quality) is a difficult task for ACP
fisheries. Often, scientists have only
catch and fishing effort data on which
to evaluate stocks. Problems include
uncertainty about the definition of
stocks, incomplete series on catches
and the fishing effort (for artisanal
fishing, in particular) etc. Reliable
estimates of landings and statistics on
the artisanal fishing effort are
particularly necessary. Improving
knowledge about the structure and
dynamics of marine ecosystems
would also be a better way to take
account of the biodiversity and
vulnerability of certain ACP fisheries.
• Harmonizing analysis and data
systems on a regional basis
Various fisheries research programmes have been set up in different regional
groupings of ACP countries (fisheries information and analysis system in West Africa,
tuna research programme in the Pacific and Indian Ocean, Lake Victoria research
programme, etc.). Networking the national institutes that run these programmes is
important for better quality scientific information.
• Ongoing dissemination of research outcomes.
This means implementing structures and mechanisms for dialogue between research,
government and professionals. This objective could be delivered at regional level by 
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63 Symposium “Marine Fisheries, Ecosystems and Societies in West Africa: Half a Century of
Change”, Dakar, June 2002.
http://www.ird.sn/activites/osiris/telechargement/Symposium%20SIAP/index.htm.
improving scientific co-operation between the national centres, and co-operation with
universities and other stakeholders.
Tools available
Tools already exist to partly address these priorities and proposals. In particular, ACP-EU
co-operation to build fisheries resources research and management capacity has been
behind efforts to compile, organize and analyse data on all known fish species
worldwide. That knowledge is now centralized in a publicly-accessible online database
known as FISHBASE62 as a result of continued international scientific co-operation
beyond the original project. The systematic compilation of this knowledge showed that
there are at least 30,000 fish species - 50% more than best available expert estimates at the
start of the ACP-EU co-operation! Of these, 7,000 are used by man in different ways: for
human consumption, as animal feedingstuff, tropical fish keeping, etc. Being exploited
by man, these resources need to be managed sustainably. The public records kept on
FISHBASE are accessed approximately 500,000 times a month from different parts of the
world. Its launch is a conspicuous achievement for ACP-EU co-operation.
Not all these species have been studied in detail, but estimates generated by the
FISHBASE system’s publicly-usable, powerful analytical tools can help to establish
whether the fished species are being sustainably exploited in the best way.
So, the average size at which a species reproduces for the first time and the
environmental conditions (especially temperature) that allow it to attain its maximum
weight are provided for almost all of the 30,000 known species. Users can even further
refine the estimates by inputting their own specific data.
In fact, analysis of much data on commercial catches in inland waters (like Lake Victoria)
and oceans (like European waters) reveals high percentages of juveniles, clearly pointing
to types of non-sustainable fishing. In the case of West Africa, this alarming finding was
reported to a multi-stakeholder symposium in Dakar in June 200263.
Much of the work presented derived from another ACP-EU project - the Fisheries
Information and Analysis System (FIAS) - a combined effort of African (Cape Verde,
Gambia, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Mauritania and Senegal) and European teams to collect
and jointly analyse hundreds of research findings in the sub-region. The symposium
closed with a call to reduce the fishing effort in order to re-establish high and sustainable
catches, notwithstanding that all the participants were aware that this would incur
short-term social and economic costs.
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The importance of research to ACP-EU Fisheries Partnership Agreements
The Council Conclusions on FPAs argue for improved scientific knowledge, and call
specific attention to the following aspects:
• improving scientific knowledge of artisanal fishing activities in third countries. This
requires the production of evidence to support qualitative and quantitative data on
the different biological and ecological aspects, as well as the social, technical and
economic aspects of fishing activities. Such evidence should also include local
management systems (traditional/local and other), including taboos, belief systems,
biological recovery/protected areas, the granting of access rights, TURFS (Territorial
User Rights in Fisheries);
• improving understanding of the selectivity of fisheries techniques used by EU fleets in
tropical water (documentation on bycatches by fishing area, impact of fishing gears
on the different habitats, etc).
The Council Conclusions on FPAs also emphasize the importance of bilateral
scientific committees between the EU and the ACP countries concerned with FPAs.
Some aspects of these bilateral scientific committees are open to improvement:
• There are instances (Mauritania is a case in point) where the representatives of the
two sides in the bilateral scientific committees under the ACP-EU agreements
have failed to agree on the “best scientific evidence” to be referred to, even where
available. This has often held up the taking of essential management measures.
But the FAO Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries (7.5.1 “precautionary
approach”) emphasizes that “the absence of adequate scientific information should not
be used as a reason for postponing or failing to take conservation and management
measures";
• In the case of tuna FPAs, if both sides are members of a regional fishery
organisation, bilateral scientific committees may arguably be surplus to
requirements if they duplicate an existing scientific committee under a regional
fishery organisation covering the region concerned;
• FPAs make provision for taking observers on board. But for practical reasons, this
is not always done, especially under tuna agreements. A system of regional
observers coming under regional fishery organisations could improve matters.
44 The future of ACP-EU fisheries relations
64 Report from the European Commission on the monitoring of the Member States’ implementation
of the Common Fisheries Policy 2000–2002, January 2005
65 Often simply called IUU fishing
66 The implementation of the FAO International Plan of Action to Prevent, Deter and Eliminate IUU
fishing was reviewed at the FAO Committee on Fisheries held in Rome from 7 to 11 March 2005.
The crucial role of on-board observers 
Information on fishing activities at sea can be gleaned from logbooks, and radioed or
called-in reports. The FAO suggests that in some circumstances where control rules
cannot easily be followed (like by-catch avoidance or size limits), or where complying
with the rules is disadvantageous (e.g., catch limits, prohibited fishing areas), the
accuracy of logbooks and radioed or called-in reports may be unreliable. 
This has been proven to be the case in the past with European vessels fishing ACP
waters. A report published in January 2005 for the period 2000 to 200264 found that,
for the activities of fishing vessels operating beyond European waters … “much data is
entirely absent for certain activities in waters where EU agreements with third parties
have been concluded”.
One way to ensure the feedback of independent, relevant data is by having observers
on board. A specific problem lies in the changing role of observers. Traditionally, the
task of observers is to observe, record and report. But improved communication
technologies that allow observers to report more quickly, sometimes in real time, turns
them into sources of information for the control operations, despite having no
recognised authority for it. This new development can create resentment among the
crew towards observers in settings where the problems on board have to be dealt with
by the observer unaided.
Monitoring, control and surveillance
Illegal, unreported, unregulated fishing65 (IUU fishing) is a worldwide phenomenon,
but a specific problem for developing countries, like the ACP States. At international
level, the FAO’s International Plan of Action (IPOA) to prevent, deter and eliminate 
IUU fishing66 was approved in 2001 by all FAO Member States who were required 
to take the measures necessary to implement it within three years of its adoption.
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http://www.dfid.gov.uk/pubs/files/illegal-fishing-mrag-synthesis-report.pdf
But major constraints have been identified by the FAO as preventing developing
countries from properly implementing the plan. For ACP States, these include:
• a lack of financial resources, technical know-how, and sometimes political will to
develop a plan to tackle IUU fishing. These constraints are particularly acute for
some ACP States identified as flag of convenience countries;
• lack of co-operation between ACP countries is an obstacle to things like exchange
of information at regional level on vessels involved in IUU fishing, implementing
regional registers of authorised (licensed) vessels, etc.
There have been some successes, however, especially through implementing
monitoring, control and surveillance (MCS) programmes, like the Surveillance
Operations Co-ordinating Unit (SOCU) in West Africa, the Southern African
Development Community
(SADC)–MCS programme, etc.
Valuable as these MCS programmes
may be, some unscrupulous
operators/harvesters exploit the
weak links in monitoring, control
and surveillance systems by using
ports of convenience like Las Palmas
in the Canaries for IUU fleets
operating in West Africa. These
areas become the operating
headquarters for IUU fishing fleets,
undermining ACP coastal states’
efforts to tackle these destructive
activities.
The cost of these MCS programmes
may be regarded as an obstacle, but
the stolen marine resources are a far
greater loss in terms of both incomes
and food security67. It is an area in
which international co-operation,
like that between the EU and Member States, probably has an even greater role to
play.
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6.3.1. Financial and human resources for MCS
The big focus placed on the technical aspects of MCS in ACP-EU fisheries relations
(introduction of Vessel Monitoring Systems [VMS], purchase of high-speed patrol
boats) is not always matched by the substantial financial and human resources
needed to use them effectively.
Financial resources
The many ACP countries that have fisheries agreements with the EU have extensive
EEZs  to monitor and control. This is especially so for Indian Ocean and Pacific island
states.
Where surveillance and control equipment is funded from the payment of fines, the
revenue pattern shows a jigsaw curve. When checks are stepped up, an increased
number of fines are levied, and revenue collection rises; then, revenues decline as
stricter checks produce a fall in the number of violations detected. The response is to
reduce the number and level of controls, leading to a fresh rise in violations, and the
cycle starts over again.
Development aid is often proportional to the population size of beneficiary States,
and so offers no real solution for island ACP States, which are relatively small-
population countries but with immense monitoring, surveillance and control needs68.
The exclusive fisheries needs-related financial contribution of an FPA is therefore a
crucial addition to other resources to ensure a sufficient level of MCS.
ACP country Population size Size of EEZ to be controlled 
(sq. km)
Nigeria 103,900,000 164,054 
Cap Verde 418,000 742,438
Seychelles 80,000 1,288,643
Kiribati 100,800 3,387,648
Human resources
The SOCU MSC project for West Africa shows that surveillance operations have not
led to a reduction in illegal fishing69. This exemplifies the key role of the political will
in tackling illegal fishing. Amongst other things, it is essential to:
• enforce the regulations and conventions adopted;
• ensure ongoing dialogue between the authorities at the sub-regional level to
enable exchanges of information on offending vessels as soon as violations are
detected (vessel name, type of offence, fine);
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• make harmonization of anti-illegal fishing legislation in practice a regional
priority: convention on the right of hot pursuit, joint sea-air surveillance missions,
regional register of vessels engaged in illegal fishing, harmonization of technical
measures (mesh size, prohibited fishing nets, offences and penalties). Differences
in legislation between neighbouring countries have led illegal fishing vessels to
strategically stick to the least-controlled, lowest-penalty areas;
• carry out pre-licensing inspections to avoid misrepresentations;
• implement coherent policies including strategies and management plans, because
only rational resource management can minimise illegal fishing.
Countries with highly-developed artisanal fishing sectors have an asset in the human
resources they can leverage for coastal area surveillance. A two-year “participatory
surveillance” pilot project in Guinea delivered positive results. Small-scale fishers
(and ‘informers’) reported offending vessels directly to NFSPC inspectors by radio or
mobile phone, enabling the inspectors to move in rapidly and catch the offender in
the act. By the end of the project, trawler incursions had decreased radically in the
artisanal fishery area. The fishers/informers were highly motivated for this fisheries
preservation work, which was rewarded by a small amount of financial
compensation.
The FPAs should therefore put a specific focus on participatory surveillance of coastal
areas (in particular to protect artisanal fishing areas from trawler incursions).
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Illegal fishing: the Guinean experience70
One of the main things that allows illegal fishing in Guinea is lack of surveillance
resources. The NFSPC (National Fisheries Surveillance and Protection Centre) has only
one high-speed patrol boat in service, but it is not powerful enough for high seas
operations. It is also not equipped for night operations, so nocturnal fishing goes
unmonitored. But night incursions into artisanal fishing reserved areas by trawlers
(mainly Korean vessels) fishing for high commercial value species are common, and
have resulted in collisions with dugout canoes, producing fatalities in some cases. 
But properly licensed vessels may also be involved in illegal fishing and fraud. A high
level of fraud, for instance, has been found in compulsory landings - vessels fishing
Guinean waters must land a share of their catches proportionate to their captures and
tonnages (expressed in GRT – gross registered tonnage). Until recently, however, the
tonnage references used were “agreed GRTs”, which did not reflect the vessel’s real
tonnage. The Guinean authorities addressed this issue by getting the Lloyd’s Register
lists of vessels fishing Guinean waters with their real GRTs, and using these figures to
calculate the compulsory landings. Since these changes were introduced, landings have
increased significantly in volume (from 30 to 40%). 
Overall, Guinea has fewer problems with European vessels fishing under the agreement
with the EU. The outcomes of the last Joint Committee with the EU and the changes
adopted by both sides were generally welcomed. Some of these changes have a
positive impact on action against illegal fishing. Another positive aspect of the
agreement is the EU’s granting of a high-speed surveillance vessel to support that
already operating. One aspect in need of strengthening is continuing training for
enforcement officers, particularly when new tools like the VMS (Vessel Monitoring
System) are introduced.
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Towards a regional approach to Fisheries
Partnership Agreements in ACP countries
Several groups of ACP States are establishing regional frameworks for bilateral
dealings with distant-water fishing nations. They include COMESA (Common Market
for Eastern and Southern Africa), FFA (Forum Fisheries Agency - Pacific), and SRFC
(Sub-Regional Fisheries Committee - West Africa).
Their most important common features include:
• harmonising minimum terms and conditions for access for third-country vessels
to their EEZs;
• joint negotiation of access agreements where appropriate, particularly with regard
to migratory species;
• joint initiatives in terms of research, monitoring and control.
Specifying minimum conditions of access for third-country vessels as a means of
improving coherence is an approach that could usefully be applied to other regional
groupings of ACP countries. Such harmonization would provide the opportunity for
immediate and practical collaboration without the need to address such vexed issues
as the share-out of financial compensation payments.
Similarly, internal EU pressures for vessel redeployment suggest that the
development of a common set of standards and criteria to guide that redeployment
towards ACP waters is something that ACP States could usefully explore. Drawing
up a common code of conduct and common criteria for vessel transfers could greatly
assist ACP countries in avoiding the problems of stock depletion and over-capacity in
the European fishing fleet fishing in Community waters.
The negotiation of ACP regional agreements has many difficult obstacles to overcome
stemming from the differences between ACP countries and distant-water fishing
nations in political and diplomatic relations, development levels, sectoral/macro-
economic policy objectives, fisheries resources (abundance, commercial value),
national markets, and national fleets (size, artisanal, industrial).
Importance of regional fishery organisations
Regional fishery organisations71 (RFO) provide a framework within which
governments can work for consensus on ways of managing high seas fisheries
resources and straddling stocks. These bodies recommend management and
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conservation measures based on the best available scientific opinion, which must then
be implemented by all the RFO contracting parties.
The EU is a member of 13 RFOs. Not all ACP coastal countries are members of their
RFO, and those that are, are not always proactive within it.
ACP participation in RFOs, and the powers and rights of RFOs, must be strengthened
because RFOs are the best means for consensus-based fisheries resources
management at the regional level. Such increased participation must focus on:
• human resources (skilled personnel selected by open competition);
• finances and policies (regional fishery organisations must be promoted in
discussions with bilateral and multilateral donors and lenders);
• creating means to foster informed participation by the ACP fisheries sector
(artisanal, industrial, catch and processing sectors);
• information and communication between RFO members.
All ACP countries authorising distant-water fishing fleet access to their EEZ should
automatically join the relevant RFO, and a “user fee” financing mechanism should be
established, with topping-up payments by Member States if need be. RFOs could
help ACP countries here as suppliers of information and training provision for
national authorities and research institutes, and recruiting skilled personnel for the
framing and monitoring of national management plans.
Participation in these RFOs could be instrumental in implementing an ACP-EU
sustainable fisheries partnership agreement in several respects:
- taking the decisions and recommendations made by regional fishery organisations’
scientific committees into account. For example, the Indian Ocean Tuna Commission’s
scientific committee deals with the impact of catches of juvenile tuna (yellowfin tuna)
and other species (sea turtles, etc.) by seiners using fish aggregating devices - FAD72.
The outcomes of this work – framing recommendations to reduce catches of juveniles -
should be taken into account by the EU and Indian Ocean ACP countries when
negotiating an FPA;
- much of the higher value world fish stocks, and a fair share of those most frequently
the focus of illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing, are regulated by regional
fisheries management organisations, which are uniquely-placed to promote and
coordinate efforts to implement the International Plan of Action. More specifically,
regional fisheries management organisations can: collect and disseminate information
on illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing; identify and coordinate measures
against offending vessels and call on their members to take trade-related steps against
this type of fishing, etc.
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Economic partnership agreements
Economic partnership agreements  are free trade agreements that will replace the
Cotonou Agreement between the ACP countries and the EU from 2008. The
agreements aim to foster the integration of ACP countries into the global economy
through reciprocal access to the two sides’ markets and promotion of regional
integration for the ACP countries.
The EU73 sees regional integration as the first step towards integration into the world
economy and also as a means of enlarging ACP markets for investment. Reciprocal
market access will be gradually introduced and flexible so as to be adaptable to the
diversity of situations.
As regards fishers, the EPAs will emphasize competitiveness (to manage erosion of
preferences), improve supply-side capacity by helping ACP countries to overcome
potential non-tariff barriers like sanitary and phytosanitary standards (SPS), and
develop regional markets for fishery products.
Promoting ACP fishery product exports and food security 
One key aim of EU proposals for fisheries under the EPAs is to improve access for ACP
fishery products to world - and especially European - markets. But promoting
international trade in fishery products may adversely impact local food security for ACP
populations. A useful reference on this is the FAO study on the matter at
http://www.tradefoodfish.org/
EPA region fish exports to the EU 
(2003, in value)
ECOWAS + Mauritania 38% 
ESA 32%
SADC 25%
Caribbean 3%
Pacific 1%
CEMAC 1%
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Erosion of preferences
The margins of preference granted to ACP fish and fishery products exporters -
especially for tuna products - under the Cotonou Agreement risk being eroded  by a
number of factors.
• The outcomes of WTO negotiations
In the Uruguay Round negotiations (GATT), mainly as a result of the position taken
by a number of WTO Members, fisheries (and fishery products) were left out of the
Agreement on Agriculture. Fisheries and fishery products are therefore treated as an
industrial sector and industrial products by the WTO, whose aim is to reduce all tariffs
on such products to zero.
The ASEAN countries therefore filed a complaint on this basis with the WTO against
import duties charged by the EU on canned tuna from that region. Since 1 July 2003,
therefore, the ASEAN countries have had preferential tariff quotas at half the
previous tariff rate for their canned tuna exports to the EU. It is worth noting that
even without these tariff concessions, these countries already supply around 30% of
the EU’s canned tuna imports.
• Significant Asian competition on tuna products
Southeast Asia is the biggest world tuna centre with more than 60 processing facilities,
especially in Thailand, the Philippines and Indonesia. Thailand alone processes 560 000 t
of tuna a year. For comparison, the fifteen-odd ACP tuna processing countries turn out
approximately 350,000 tpa (tons/year)  of tuna among them.
Southeast Asia also enjoys extremely advantageous economic conditions: fish
supplies from the nearby Pacific; very low-cost skilled labour; social and
environmental constraints often lower
than those of ACP countries.
Reduced customs duties for Southeast
Asian fishery products - especially
canned tuna - could encourage the
relocation of tuna processing activities
from ACP countries to Southeast Asia.
• Free trade agreements signed by
the EU with a number of non-
ACP countries which already
have zero import duties. The EU’s
future approach on the “fisheries
strand” of EPA negotiations could
be informed by the 2002 EU-Chile
Agreement which gives Chilean
fishery products duty-free access
to EU markets. The agreement also
allows fishing operators to invest
directly in Chilean fishing
enterprises.
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74 Commonwealth Secretariat press release, March 2005
http://www.thecommonwealth.org/Templates/System/LatestNews.asp?NodeID=143139
Caribbean states discuss impact of WTO fisheries debates on their
relations with the EU74
The new rules and disciplines imposed by the WTO under the EPA governing world
fisheries will serve as a framework for all agreements on preferential conditions 
(tariff and non-tariff barriers) for trade in fishery products. They will also act as a
benchmark in determining the conditions to be applied when FPAs expire. 
This leaves fisheries subsidies a vexed issue in the discipline negotiations in the WTO. 
Specifically, ACP countries need to clearly identify what benefits they, as developing
countries (and cfps) can draw from “special and differential treatment” (SDT). They also
have to be clear which sectors of their fishing industries (artisanal fishing, 
port and landing facilities, and fisheries development, etc.) will fall outside the new
subsidies rules and disciplines. 
These issues were addressed at a meeting between fishery industry representatives,
trade officials and civil society representatives in March 2005.  The Caribbean
Regional Negotiating Machinery (CRNM) officials emphasized that trade policies had
to be consistent with long-term development goals. 
Discussions focused on the WTO negotiations on fisheries subsidies disciplines, the
relationship between multilateral environmental agreements and the WTO and ACP-EU
fisheries agreements, and the structure of ‘artisanal’ fisheries which largely characterise
fisheries activity in Caribbean and many other ACP states. 
Major concerns raised included: 
• higher operational costs to fishers resulting from increasingly stringent quality
standards;
• trading partners’ non-tariff barriers; 
• improving co-ordination in fisheries trade and management. 
There was agreement that the interaction of fisheries and trade officials taking place at
the meeting was critical for the development of informed policies and negotiating
positions related to the fisheries sector.
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75 Communication from the Commission to the Council, the European Parliament and the European
Economic and Social Committee: “The rules of origin in preferential trade arrangements -
Orientations for the future”, Brussels, 16 March 2005
http://europa.eu.int/eur-lex/lex/LexUriServ/site/en/com/2005/com2005_0100en01.pdf
76 News item and comment taken from Agritrade portal – fisheries (CTA) Market Access section
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Future of rule of origin issues
The EU is the ACP countries’ most lucrative fish export market. Duty-free access for
seafood products is qualified by the origin rules applied under the Cotonou
Agreement. The rules of origin restrictions - especially in the tuna sector - have long
been a vexed issue between the ACP countries and the EU.
Many countries believe that the restrictions stemming from application of the origin
rules are having a negative impact on trade and investment decisions by restricting
ACP processing plants’ opportunities for accessing the tuna resources essential to
keep them profitable.
On 16 March 2005, the EU adopted a plan to frame a new set of rules of origin for
preferential trade arrangements75.
On fishery products, the European Commission considers that “the origin of the fish
should be based on the flag, registration and simplified yet adequate conditions regarding
property, the crew conditions being removed”.
A comment76 published on the CTA Agritrade Fisheries website argues that “the
proposal made by the Commission ... certainly does not address ACP demands for more liberal
rules of origin”.
The ACP countries see several aspects of the rules of origin as needing reform,
including:
• issues around the size of fishing areas that qualify fish as originating products.
Significantly enlarging these “qualifying” fishing areas would substantially
increase the accessible quantities of “originating” tuna.
• issues around vessel ownership restrictions, which are seen as inconsistent with
the liberal policy on foreign investment advocated for ACP countries: the general
consensus is that developing countries must attract foreign investment by
offering an enabling environment. But some prospective investors are discovering
that they will be unable to export duty-free to the European market. One reform
proposal is that all fish exported or sold to an ACP cannery should qualify for
originating status.
• issues concerning the exceptions to the rule of origin: for the EU to propose
extending the exemptions instead of a more root-and-branch reform is not seen as
a good solution.
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One argument in the ACP countries’ own debate is that granting originating status to
products from non-ACP fishing vessels is not in the interest of artisanal fishers. In a
sense, the existing rules of origin favour ACP artisanal fishers by sheltering them
from stiffer competition on the European market coming from similar products from
non-ACP fleets.
Whatever else, the complexity and diversity of situations between ACP states make it
important for any specific proposal to be based on an in-depth assessment of the
impact it will have on the fishing industry of the ACP country concerned (especially
the particularly sensitive tuna industry).
Prospective strategies for the ACP-EU tuna industry sector
Recent developments suggest that on balance:
• the WTO discussions are likely to result in continued erosion of the tariff
preferences granted to ACP fishery products;
• there is little likelihood of a substantial change in the origin rule in the short term
in the ACP countries for a variety of reasons: different agendas within these
countries, lack of data on the impacts of the different measures suggested in
individual cases, and the lack of EU commitment to engage with such an in-depth
reform.
This makes it strategically important for the ACP countries to:
• carry out individual case studies on the impacts of possible rule of origin changes
on the ACP-EU tuna industry sector to further develop the proposals on it;
• create the conditions for a more
competitive ACP processing
industry sector. European tuna
boats - mostly seiners - currently
operate in the Atlantic and Indian
Oceans and are starting to expand
their activities in the Pacific,
delivering much of their catches to
ACP canneries in Ivory Coast,
Ghana, Kenya, Madagascar,
Mauritius, Papua-New Guinea,
Senegal, Seychelles, etc.
The services and infrastructure (ports,
access to processing sites, use of
appropriate technologies, etc) offered
by ACP countries are currently too
under-developed to compete with
Southeast Asian countries like
Thailand, in particular.
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If no improvement is made in these services and infrastructure, investors could
conceivably choose to locate in lower labour cost countries.
Another challenge for the ACP countries is to overcome the hurdles erected by the
introduction of stringent food hygiene, health, sanitary and phytosanitary standards
(SPS) and product labelling and traceability requirements.
Sanitary and phytosanitary standards 
Sanitary and phytosanitary standards apply to all fish processing plants and
throughout the industry sector (from vessel through to export).
Compliance with EU regulations on quality standards and food safety presents a
considerable challenge to fish-exporting ACP countries, not least in the cost
implications of investment in new technology, infrastructure and the institutional
framework required. They also face the risk of export embargoes (and even the
destruction of shipments) on products found not to comply with EU regulations and
associated standards, not to mention the risk of attendant significant economic losses.
The costs of compliance with standards are particularly high for the small-scale
processing and fishing sectors in ACP countries.
These problems are often compounded by a lack of public institutions able to check
conformity with EU standards, and a general lack of the knowledge and technical
capacities needed to achieve these standards.
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77 For more details, see the Agritrade portal – fisheries (CTA) Market Access section, executive brief
http://agritrade.cta.int/fisheries/market_access/executive_briefen.htm
The WTO position on “technical barriers to trade” like SPS77
The WTO agreement on the application of sanitary and phytosanitary measures (SPS
Agreement) acknowledges that although governments have the right to take sanitary
and phytosanitary measures necessary for the protection of human health, they are
required to apply those measures only to the extent required to protect human health. 
It does not permit member governments to discriminate by applying different
requirements to different countries where the same or similar conditions prevail, unless
there is sufficient scientific justification for doing so. 
The WTO agreement on technical barriers to trade (TBT Agreement) also seeks to
ensure that technical regulations and standards, including packaging, marking and
labelling requirements, and analytical procedures for assessing conformity with
technical regulations and standards do not create unnecessary obstacles to trade. 
The FAO/WHO Codex Alimentarius has published standards, recognized by the
WTO, and guidelines for the application of Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Point
(HACCP). Such independently established standards are useful for evaluating and
where appropriate challenging EU standards that may discriminate against imports
from ACP countries. 
Traceability, labelling and certification
Issues of product identification (species, origin, etc.), traceability (from catch to
consumption), and ecolabels (for sustainability of fish stocks and organic aquaculture)
are becoming increasingly important issues facing ACP fish exporters in accessing the
EU market.
Traceability
Fulfilling EU traceability requirements is a challenge to ACP fish exporters, especially
artisanal fishers, due to the many prerequisites (dugout canoe registration,
identification and registration of landing sites and industry stakeholders) which for
technical reasons or sometimes lack of political will are not easy to fulfil.
Some West African ACP exporters supplied from artisanal fishing are now talking
about the need to expand regional markets in order to reduce their dependency on
the European market.
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78 Oral evidence given to the Advisory Committee on Fisheries and Aquaculture (ACFA) Markets
Working Group, 2004
Traceability: weapon against illegal fishing? 
Illegal fishing could be tackled within ACP-EU relations through market measures to
ban the import and marketing of fishery products derived from “IUU” (Illegal,
Unregulated, Unreported) fishing activities. 
The European tuna industry sector has proposed that health clearance numbers should
be assigned to duly registered vessels listed on “white lists”, and that these numbers
should not be used for refrigerated cargo deliveries involving transhipments at sea
which are often used to “launder" illegal catches)78.
Applying such commercial measures against illegal fishing depends on faultless product
traceability. 
Certification/ecolabels
Internationally, the FAO has responded to its members’ demands by drawing up
scientifically-based guidelines in conjunction with governments for the
implementation of ecological labelling.
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79 See “Policy Research: Implications of Liberalization of Fish Trade for Developing Countries,
Ethical/Social/Eco Certification, Labelling and Guidelines”, Natural Resources Institute website,
2004
http://www.nri.org/projects/fishtrade/tradeissues.htm
The purpose of the ecolabel
programme for sea fish is to
create market-based
incentives for improved
fisheries management by
stimulating consumer
demand for fishery products
from well-managed stocks.
Ecological labelling
guarantees that labelled
products have a lower
environmental impact than
similar competing products.
Ecolabels are not the only
form of certification - some
ACP operators are also
showing increasing interest in
“seal of origin” labels.
The value of ecolabels to ACP countries 
Given rising international demand for top-quality fishery products and the relative
abundance of fish stocks, what benefits can ACP countries draw from ecological
labelling schemes? 
While ecolabelling may theoretically offer ACP fishery products access to a niche
market of environmentally-concerned European consumers, in practice, European
shoppers are mainly concerned with price and quality. If that behaviour pattern is to be
changed, consumers must be informed about the benefits of buying sustainably fished
products.
It also appears that the main economic rewards of fishery product ecolabelling schemes
are reaped by the certification bodies and the supermarket chains that provide the
main retail outlets for fishery products in the EU, rather than third country fishing
communities79.
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80 See Report of the e-consultation on ACP-EU fisheries relations (2004)
http://www.cape-cffa.org/issues/E-report%20ACP-EU%20Fisheries%20Relations%20-
%20social%20and%20economic%20benefits%20%28December%202004%29.doc.
Product innovation and value enhancement
Promoting new technologies and innovative projects to enhance the value of fishery
resources is central to the future of both the artisanal and industrial ACP fisheries
sector.
Maximising catch value can help limit the impact of fishing on resources at risk of
overexploitation. Fishers can only boost their revenues from selling fish whole by
increasing the fishing effort.
The improvement of value-adding operations for ACP fishery products working with
the EU depends on a better understanding of both ACP and non-ACP consumer
markets, and a facilitation of ACP regional trade in particular where many barriers
(customs, transport problems) exist.
Support for regional integration through EPAs can play an important role here.
Most products exported to the European market are similar to products prepared in
Europe from fish imported from ACP countries80. The association between EU and
ACP operators is therefore probably the best way to develop new products to be sold
on the EU market. Some ACP countries, like Senegal, have developed research
capacities that could be used for the development of such new products.
European operators are not keen to see high
value added industry sectors being developed
in ACP coastal countries for European fleet
catches in ACP waters. Having in the past
developed their own circuits for landing and
marketing their catches, the supply of inputs,
services, etc., distant-water fleets like those of
the EU are very reluctant to the idea of
landing and adding value to their catches in
ACP coastal countries.
Such being the case, therefore, developing a
sustainable local sector often requires coercive
measures to oblige fleets to land the catches
made in ACP EEZs in national harbours . To
succeed, such measures must have an
appropriate political, tax, legal,
administrative, technical and commercial
environment.
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81 EIB site http:/www.bei.org
8 CDE site http://www.cde.int/page.asp?id=591&langue=EN
83 More details in issue 78 of Partnerships magazine
http://www.cde.int/pubs.asp?id=724&cid=128
84 Pro Invest website: http://www.proinvest-eu.org/page.asp?id=360
85 CTA website: http://www.cta.int/
86 Development Approach to Fisheries Co-operation, Norbert Probst, DG Development, European
Commission, December 2004
http://www.cta.int/events2004/fish/docs/Development%20Approach%20to%20Fisheries%20Coop
eration-Probst.pdf
Development cooperation programmes
A wide range of sources of financing exist for fisheries co-operation activities,
especially national indicative programmes (NIP), regional indicative programmes
(RIP), the European Investment Bank (EIB)81, the Centre for the Development of
Enterprise (CDE)82, the Strengthening Fishery Products Health Conditions in ACP
Countries programme (SFP)83, the Pro-invest programme84, and CTA85.
The EU currently finances some 15 initiatives in ACP countries86, mostly under the
8th and 9th EDF (programming periods 1997-2002 and 2002-2007, respectively), with a
total budget of approximately €140 M.
The main initiatives relate to programmes and projects financed under regional
programmes or through “all-ACP funding” (sector-wide programmes not allocated at
national or regional level).
These include:
Strengthening Fishery Products Health Conditions – SFP 
(2002 - 2007, €45 M)
The general objective is to make the best use of ACP/OCT (Overseas Countries and
Territories) fishery resources to ensure improvements in production and marketing
capacities for fishery products.
The programme aims to improve access for ACP/OCT fishery products to the world
market, by strengthening export health controls and improving production
conditions in beneficiary countries.
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The expected results are:
• improved national health conditions and
control capacity for ACP/OCT fishery
products; 
• establishment of testing laboratories and
technical institutes; 
• ensured compliance of fishing vessels
and processing establishments with
health conditions for export ; 
• improved handling practices and
infrastructures for small-scale fisheries 
Improving access to international markets: a major challenge to the
ACP small-scale fishing sector 
The complexity and difficulty of ACP small-scale fisheries to comply with food health
standards to access the European market were a recurrent theme at meetings hosted by
CTA/COMSEC/ACP in 2003 and 2004, and in the CTA’s e-consultation on ACP-EU
fisheries relations in 2004. The ACP artisanal fisheries sector comprises a large number
of geographically scattered communities lacking suitable infrastructure: deficient means
of communication, limited connexions to drinking water or power supply networks,
poor health and hygiene standards. 
To get better access to regional and international markets for small-scale fishery
products, the sector must improve the health conditions of production and its
infrastructures (cold chain, transport, port facilities, etc.). 
The situation of export resources must also be considered. If these resources are
already fully- or over-exploited, unqualified support for export growth could only result
in an increased demand and fishing effort. 
The agreements governing distant-water fishing fleet access to ACP fishing areas are
another factor to consider, as they may influence the volume of fish available for
processing and export.
Implementation of a fisheries management plan for Lake Victoria (2003-2008,
€ 30 M) 
This project provides support over the period to the Lake Victoria Fisheries
Organisation (LVFO) in line with the management measures developed under the
fisheries management plan for 1999-2015, designed to make the best use of resources
in a sustainable manner.
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The expected results are:
• coordination of the implementation of the Fisheries Management Plan, with
strengthening the communities’ abilities to co-manage the fisheries;
• improved social amenities like schools and health clinics, and fisheries
infrastructure (landing quays, cold chain), water supply, etc;
• establishment of a sustainable Monitoring, Control and Surveillance system;
• strengthened abilities of the LVFO Secretariat as the coordinating centre.
Indian Ocean: tuna tagging and Monitoring, Control and Surveillance 
(9th EDF)
The “Management of Natural Resources” focal sector of the RIP for East Africa and
the Indian Ocean has a major fisheries component.
Two projects have so far been initiated:
a) Tuna tagging in the Indian Ocean 2004-2008, € 14 M
The objective of this project is to improve scientific knowledge about the migration
patterns of tuna in the Indian Ocean to give a better understanding of basic biological
data. The project aims to build the capacities of countries in the region and the Indian
Ocean Tuna Commission (IOTC) to improve scientific recommendations and to
develop a sustainable management plan for tuna resources.
b) Monitoring, Control and Surveillance of pelagic species (€ 3.5 M over 3 years):
This pilot project aims to test the
conditions for regional co-operation
on monitoring, control and
surveillance of fishing activities with a
view to sustainable resource
management.
The expected results include:
• establishment of a harmonized
administrative and legal framework;
• improved monitoring of fishing
vessel activities in partner countries’
EEZs including assessment of IUU
fishing activities in the region;
• improved protection of the marine
environment, transmission of data
between the partner countries, and
training.
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87 the country’s territorial sea
88 Global Positioning System
c) SADC Monitoring Control and Surveillance (RIP Southern Africa + NIP 8th EDF,
2000-2006, € 15 M).
The objective and purpose of this project are similar to the monitoring, control and
surveillance project in the Indian Ocean.
Major result of the EU-funded SADC-MCS: study reveals high potential
tuna fishery in Tanzania, worth € 156 M.
The EU-funded SADC-MCS programme has been financing training and equipment
for a team of fisheries inspectors in Tanzania since 2002. The inspectors fly weekly
air patrols over Tanzania’s EEZ in a bid to stop tuna seiners and long-liners fishing
close inshore. Tanzania licenses 84 foreign fishing boats - mainly from Asia and
the EU - to operate in its EEZ, they are not allowed to fish inside the 
12-mile limit87 which is reserved for about 20,000 artisanal fishermen who use
dugout canoes and small sailing boats to catch a wide range of fish, squid and
shellfish, including prawns and rock lobster. These 20,000 artisanal fishers provide
work for 100,000 people on shore who depend on the artisanal fishery for 
their livelihoods.
These high-visibility patrols have also resulted in a massive increase in licensing
revenues. In 2002, only 12 foreign tuna boats had purchased licenses to fish off
Tanzania. That number rose to 84 when the foreign fishing fleets realised that
Tanzania was regularly patrolling its EEZ.
Patrolling fisheries inspectors use high power binoculars, hand-held GPS88 sets
and digital cameras. They log whatever they see – from container ships to 
dugout canoes – and are building up a valuable database on fishing activity off
Tanzania.
The importance of this information should not be under-estimated. Until very
recently, FAO reports indicated that Tanzanian waters were not productive.
One of the key interventions of the MCS programme has been to persuade the 
EU-registered purse seine fleet to report its catches to the Tanzanian fisheries
authorities. This has revealed that, during the peak season, up to 10,000 tonnes of
tuna is being caught in Tanzania’s EEZ weekly. The country’s tuna resources 
could be worth as much as € 156 M.
Information published in Fishing News International, June 2005
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89 Although a Commission proposal to increase funding by an additional € 20 m has already been
favourably received by the EU Council of Ministers.
Fisheries Projects in the Pacific Region (8th and 9th EDF, € 15 M)
The RIP for the Pacific has defined fisheries as one of the 3 focal sectors with € 5 m
euros earmarked for two projects in the sector under the 9th EDF:
One is the extension of an ongoing project on oceanic and coastal fisheries monitoring
and assessment Pacific Regional Oceanic and Coastal Fisheries Project (PROCFISH).
The purpose of this project is to provide specific information on the status of coastal
and oceanic fisheries resources. It is expected to lead to improvements in national and
regional fisheries policies in order to maximise their social and economic benefits
while ensuring sustainable exploitation of resources.
The other is the Development of Tuna Fisheries in the Pacific ACP Countries Project
(DEVFISH), which aims at identifying opportunities for enhancing Pacific ACP
private sector participation in tuna fishing, processing and trade.
Two other programmes/projects are still to be implemented during the 9th EDF
programming period.
• ACP FISH II (€ 11.5 M 89), a programme to strengthen fisheries management in 
the ACP countries. It will aim at improving institutional capacities for sustainable
fisheries management in target ACP countries, supporting the development of
policies for this at regional and national level, and facilitating regional
collaboration by strengthening networks and transfer of skills and knowledge.
• An initiative under the RIP West Africa to support fisheries policies in the area
covered by the Sub-regional Fisheries Commission (CSRP). The objective is to
reinforce institutional capacities, to contribute to the harmonization of the
fisheries policies of CSRP Member States, and to foster sub-regional cooperation
in areas such as research and monitoring, surveillance and control.
The role of EuropeAid/Aidco
The European Commission’s DG Development works in collaboration with
EuropeAid and Co-operation Office (AIDCO) on implementing fisheries programmes
and projects in ACP countries.
AIDCO’s reorganisation has expanded the role of EU Delegations in third countries in
implementing programmes and projects.
For that, a Directorate E5 has been created, organised into units handling specific
issues. It manages projects on “natural resources”, including fisheries. It provides
support to EU Delegations in third countries, and quality control of projects
implemented. The reorganisation has also improved cooperation between AIDCO E6
and DG Fisheries.
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90 See article on this at:
http://www.seatini.org/publications/articles/2004/esa-epa.htm (last date accessed Oct 2006)
91 FFA website: http://www.ffa.int/
Coherence between the instruments 
of ACP-EU fisheries partnerships
The ACP states and the EU have a range of instruments through which to carry out
sustainable fisheries partnerships: Fisheries Partnership Agreements (FPAs),
Economic Partnership Agreements (EPAs) and development co-operation. Ensuring
that all these instruments hang together is vital to delivering improved social and
economic wellbeing to ACP coastal communities.
The EU currently wants to negotiate FPAs and EPAs separately. The general
conditions governing trade, development and investments will be laid down in the
EPA framework agreements, while separately negotiated bilateral FPAs will deal with
access to ACP fishery resources for EU fleets.
The consultations held to date and initiatives like those of COMESA90 and FFA91
suggest that ACP states might be better off considering and negotiating general
management measures like data collection/communication,
monitoring/control/surveillance, and zoning of fishing areas at regional level.
COMESA (see box page 68) has developed a Regional Fisheries Framework
Agreement that its members aim to apply in bilateral negotiations with distant-water
fishing fleet countries like the EU.
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The COMESA scheme
The COMESA countries were the first to put forward a regional FFA as part of an
EPA, making signature of an agreement with the EU dependent on fulfilling
minimum access conditions.
Since tuna is among the COMESA member countries’ most valuable resources,
they need to frame a common position on access to fisheries that allows for
whatever positive or negative impact the presence of EU fleets may have on the
accessibility to the EU market by COMESA countries’ fishery products (especially
tuna).
The COMESA framework agreement could also provide a basis for working out
common regional conditions of access for all distant-water fishing fleets - data
collection, VMS, taking observers on board, seamen’s employment, etc. - from an
examination of shared stocks.
Such a harmonised regional framework should include means for ensuring that the
bilateral agreements contain no inconsistencies or loopholes.
The process of discussion of this framework agreement is also important in order to
establish regional networking - even informal/temporary - between the different
countries’ representatives to harmonise efforts, contribute to resource management,
and ensure appropriate regional dissemination of exchanges of experience, as well
as essential and available assistance and information. This regional networking
should also aim to boost participation by the fishing industry and coastal
communities in negotiating fisheries partnerships.
EPAs could also make access for ACP fishery products to the European market
dependent on concessionary investment conditions being granted to European
enterprises in the fisheries sector of the ACP country concerned.
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92 For details of the Agreement, the Annexes, and the Fisheries Protocol, see the European
Commission’s DG Trade website:
http://trade-info.cec.eu.int/doclib/docs/2004/september/tradoc_113812.pdf
93 For more details, see the Agritrade portal – fisheries (CTA) EU-ACP fisheries relations section,
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The Association Agreement between the EU and Chile92, signed in 2002, provides
some clues as to how the future EU-ACP FPAs may link in with the EPAs93.
It contains two main fisheries aspects:
• a protocol on fishing enterprises which allows EU investors to acquire full equity
ownership of Chilean fishing enterprises, with a reciprocity clause.
• conditions for rules of origin and the elimination of tariff barriers.
Elsewhere, the agreement refers to:
• exploring bi- and multilateral agreements covering fishing on the high seas;
• developing regional co-operation on fisheries matters;
• establishing both sides’ rights and obligations under the United Nations
Convention on the Law of the Sea.
The local Chilean fisheries sector, comprising more than 40,000 fishermen, fears that
Chilean fisheries will be sold off to win concessions for Chile’s wine industry, and to
gain tariff-free access to the European market. In particular they fear that the
initiative could undermine the sustainable development and jeopardise the food
security of the Chilean people. Similar concerns may also be raised by EPAs, under
which ACP countries may be compelled to trade off their fishing interests against
wider market-access possibilities in purchasing countries. 
The linkage between EPAs and FPAs needs to be clearly defined as soon as possible
in order to avoid negative consequences for ACP fisheries sectors and resources, and
to benefit fully from the potential advantages offered by the variety of fisheries
relations available with the EU.
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Conclusions
The ACP countries and the EU share the same long-term objectives, including
sustainable development, poverty reduction, peace, respect for human rights and
good governance.
These goals are central to the Cotonou Agreement, and must be the cornerstone of
ACP-EU fisheries relations. More specifically, these relations should be based on:
Implementing a framework for sustainable exploitation of fragile ACP tropical
ecosystems
Implementing a coherent national fisheries policy that takes account of the existing
fisheries sector and the social structure of coastal fishing communities is essential if
ACP countries are to develop balanced fisheries relations with the European Union.
Such policies can only be implemented on the basis of a clear strategy coupled with
fisheries research, control and surveillance capacity-building.
Support, protection and regulation of artisanal fishing
Artisanal fishing is the backbone of coastal industry in many ACP countries and
absolutely must be supported, protected, and regulated. The FAO has proposed a
range of measures that ACP countries can draw on to flank the rapid growth of
artisanal fishing in appropriate ways. These efforts must be taken into account by the
EU, either through co-operation programmes, EPAs or when negotiating access for
European fleets to ACP resources via an FPA.
Recognition of women’s role and
participation in policy-making
Women engaged in small-scale or
industrial fishing activities are the
king-pins of ACP coastal
communities, and essential to
improving the social and economic
well-being of these communities.
Recognizing their work, and opening-
up processes and policy-making
bodies for their participation,
especially in ACP-EU fisheries
relations, is a first step towards
sustainable development.
Adopting a regional approach
Active participation by ACP countries
in regional fisheries management
organisations (RFOs) should be a
priority as being the best means for
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developing concerted resource management at regional levels. Specifically, all ACP
countries that authorise distant-water fishing fleet access to their EEZ should
automatically join the relevant RFO.
EPAs and FPAs so far negotiated by ACP countries show that general fisheries
management measures like data collection/communication,
monitoring/control/surveillance, and zoning of fishing areas could best be
considered and negotiated at regional level. This ACP harmonised regional
framework could then be used in bilateral negotiations with distant-water fishing
countries.
Promoting transparency and good governance
Better information for ACP fisheries sector stakeholders and civil society players, 
— especially that  which makes the outcomes of fisheries research more
understandable — is essential to informed participation in policy-making, e.g.,
through negotiating FPAs and EPAs, as well as implementing development
cooperation projects.
Better education and training for ACP fishing industry workers
Training is needed in  a range of aspects: catching techniques, hygienic handling of
fish, management of micro-enterprises, preservation of the marine environment, etc.
Basic health education, in particular
HIV/AIDS prevention, is also essential.
Founding joint enterprises for the
processing and preparation of high
value-added products, infrastructure
and services, and training
The foundation of joint enterprises by
European and ACP operators in the
above areas can be a key means for
improving wellbeing in ACP coastal
communities.
The EU should work to see that
small and medium-sized
European marketing and
processing enterprises, which are
probably best suited to potential
ACP partners by nature and size,
are informed about partnership
opportunities.
Setting up joint service and
infrastructure enterprises (port
facilities, access to processing
sites, use of appropriate
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technologies) is another key means for making ACP fishing industries more
competitive in the face of intense competition from lower-labour-cost fish producers
like Southeast Asian countries.
Ways should be examined to enable ACP investors to buy into such enterprises in the
investment-intensive tuna sector, either in catch or on-shore processing and
manufacturing activities.
Joint enterprises in the catch sector should be considered only if they do not interfere
with adjusting the fishing effort to available resources, which is the basis of a robust
fisheries sector in all ACP countries.
Generally, investment constraints and opportunities should be studied on a case-by-
case basis in light of the individual ACP country’s priorities for tackling poverty,
sustainable resource management and respect for marine ecosystems.
Improve access to regional and European markets
• Address the challenge of SPS and traceability standards
The cost of equipment needed to comply with SPS standards and meet product
traceability requirements is particularly burdensome for small-scale ACP processors
and artisanal fishers. Appropriate European aid must be granted as soon as possible
to meet these challenges. Improved hygiene and traceability standards should be
supported by regional integration measures so that ACP populations benefit first
from improved supplies delivered by hygiene and traceability improvements.
• Clarify priorities for a revision of origin rules
Not all ACP fishing industries are in the same situation as regards the rule of origin.
An in-depth study on a case-by-case basis of the impact that revising the origin rules
would have on the fishing industry of individual ACP countries (especially the
particularly sensitive tuna industry) must be undertaken as soon as practicable.
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More about 
ACP-EU fisheries relations ...
Regularly updated information on ACP-EU fisheries relations can be found on a
number of websites. Publicly-accessible sites include:
• Agritrade - Fisheries
http://agritrade.cta.int/fisheries/indexen.htm
The Agritrade – Fisheries portal provides regularly
updated analysis and information on ACP-EU fisheries
relations in four sections: ACP-EU fisheries partnership
and cooperation agreements; EU Common Fisheries
Policy and its effects on ACP-EU relations; WTO aspects
of ACP-EU fisheries relations; market access.
Agritrade – Fisheries sends out a bi-monthly emailed
newsletter which can be signed up for on the site
• Fishbase
http://www.fishbase.org/ 
Fishbase identifies more than 30 000 fish species, and
gives key indicators for stock management.
Fishbase contains data on such matters as maximum
size, the size when half the population can reproduce,
and optimal fishing weight. Since many fisheries
departments regularly record catch compositions, the
ability to compare catches with size at maturity and
optimal fishing size on Fishbase offers the possibility
for instant estimates of whether fisheries examined are
sustainable and optimal.
• European Commission – DG Fisheries and
Maritime Affairs
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/policy_en.htm 
Provides detailed information on legislation, issues under discussion, and press
releases on fisheries-related matters. Also hosts the updated list of protocols to
fisheries agreements/fisheries partnerships: 
http://europa.eu.int/comm/fisheries/doc_et_publ/factsheets/facts/en/pcp4_2.htm 
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• Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) - Fisheries
http://www.fao.org/fi/debut.asp 
The FAO’s fisheries site provides
information on the code of conduct
for responsible fisheries and its
implementation in practice,
background documents and
reports on fisheries meetings
organised by the FAO, and the
State of World Fisheries and
Aquaculture report. There is a
hyperlink to the Globefish site 
(in English -
http://www.globefish.org/) which
publishes regular reports on the
state of fishery product markets,
especially the European market.
Globefish has a special page on
ACP-EU fisheries relations.
• International Collective in Support of Fishworkers
www.icsf.net 
Publishes a quarterly magazine, SAMUDRA, on small-
scale fishing issues with a focus on the developing
countries. Also hosts the Yemaya newsletter on issues for
women fisheries sector workers.
• CFFA (Coalition for Fair Fisheries
Arrangements)
http://www.cape-cffa.org/ 
An NGO perspective and analysis of issues in ACP-EU
fisheries relations
• International Centre for Trade and Sustainable Development
http://www.ictsd.org/search/ 
The International Centre for Trade and Sustainable Development provides regular
information on developments in the fisheries debate in the WTO, through its Trade
Biores newsletter
• All Africa – Oceans page
http://fr.allafrica.com/oceans/ 
All Africa collects articles from more than 300 sources.
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List of acronyms
ACP African, Caribbean and Pacific
AIDCO Aid Cooperation / Europe and Cooperation Office 
ASEAN Association of Southeast Asian Nations
CARICOM Caribbean Community
CDE Centre for the Development of Enterprise
CEMAC Economic and Monetary Community of Central Africa
CFP Common Fisheries Policy of the European Union
COM Common Organisation of the Markets of the European Union
COMESA Common Market for Eastern and Southern Africa
COMSEC Commonwealth Secretariat
CRNM Caribbean Regional Negotiating Machinery
CSRP Sub-Regional Fisheries Commission of West Africa
CTA Technical Centre for Agricultural and Rural Co-operation ACP-EU
ECOWAS Economic Community of West African States
EEZ Exclusive Economic Zone
EPA Economic Partnership Agreement
ESA Eastern and Southern African
EU European Union
FAD Fish Aggregating Device
FAO Food and Organisation Agriculture of the United Nations
FFA Forum Fisheries Agency
FIAS Fisheries Information and Analysis System
FPA Fisheries Partnership Agreement
GATT General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
GNP Gross National Product
GRT Gross Registered Tonnage
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HIV/AIDS Human Immunodeficiency Virus/Acquired Immunodeficiency
Syndrome
IPOA International Plan of Action
IUU Illegal, Unreported and Unregulated
LDC Least Developed Countries
MCS Monitoring, Control and Surveillance
NGO Non-Governmental Organisation
RAC Regional Advisory Council
RFO Regional Fishery Organisation
SADC Southern African Development Community
SDT Special and Differential Treatment
SFA Seychelles Fisheries Authority
SFP Strengthening Fishery Products Health Conditions in ACP/OCT
Countries
SPS Sanitary and Phytosanitary Standards 
SRFC Sub-Regional Fisheries Committe - West Africa 
TURFS Territorial User Rights in Fisheries
UNCLOS United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea
VMS Vessel Monitoring System
WAEMU West African Economic and Monetary Union
WHO World Health Organisation
WTO World Trade Organisation
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